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FOREWORD

The National Educational Finance Project (NEFP) is a cooperative
endeavor, funded principally under Title V, Section 505, of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, involving state departments of education,
universities and the United States Office of Education in the study of con-
temporary problems in financing education. The project represents the first
systematic effort to study comprehensively all state systems of school fin-
ance and to critique them in the 1ight of current educational needs and trends.
The project is designed to accomplish three major objectives: (1) identify,
mrasure and interpret deviatisns in educational needs among children, school
districts and states; (2) relate variations In educational needs to the
ability of the school district and state to finance appropriate educational
programs; and (3) conceptualize varicus models of school finance and sudject
them to consequential analysis to {dentify the strengths and weaknessess of
each model,

To accomplish the comprehensive project objactives eleven special pro-
jects were developed and conducted by university-based school finance consul-
tante. The special project, "Tue Relationship of School District Organization
To State Aid Distribution Systems," was directed by Clifford P. Hooker and
conducted under c<ntract between the Florida State Department of Education
(National Educatiunal Finance Project) and the Educatfonal Research and
Development Councfl of the Twin Citiea Metropolitan Area, Inc.

The findings and recormendations of the fourteen month study are contained
in a two-part report. Part I, entitled ''Patterns of School District Organiza-
tion," contains basic documentation concerning the impact of school disirfict
organiration on state support programs. In part 11, "Generalization to State
Finance Models," is found a 48-state summary of school district organizational
development (1932-1968). 1n addition, Part 11 contains & review of the litera-
ture concerning local district organiration, equalization of educatfonal
expenditures and the intermediate unit, Further, the second report contains
findings and analyses regarding the {nteraction between fiscal conditicns and
school district reorganization {n a sample of sixteen states, 1In the final
section of the report, Part i1, generalizations to state finance models are
presented,

The contributions of many people were significant in the coopletion of
this study. The contact person in each of tle state education agencies
provided valuable assistance in collecting and refining the data dase. 1In
addition, many other members of the atate agencies, in the sixteen sample
states {n particular, gave of their time and energies during the visits of
wenders of the project staff. Their assistance and willingness to share
their knovledge ¢f the systecs, prodliens and attempts at solutions within
their own states grovided valuadle {nput to the study, A list of the
primary contact person {n each state is inctuded in Appendix B,

Research assfstants were invalusdle fn the data gathering analysis and
in the day-to-day work which makes a research effort possidle. 1In this
tespective we recogniee the efforts of John Feds, Jawes Lindsay, David L.
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Wettergren and John Young., Appreciation {s extended to Dr. Thomas Stark
and the staff and members of the Educational Research and Development
Council of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, Inc. for their sponorship
and support throughout the fourteen-month study perfod. We are indebted

to Helen wWarhol and Thresia Moen who served as secretarfes to the project
staff throughout the study and in the preparation of the final manuscripts.

In addition to the above individuals, a number of other persons con-
tributed directly to the data collection and content of the reports. The
comprehensive character of the study reports is a direct result of the fine
cooperation of the many persons concerned with solving the organizational
and fiscal problems of our state educational systems. The authors, however,
assume full responsibility for the completeness and accuracy of the data
and interpretations presented.

Minneapolis, Minnesota Clifford P, Hooker
Spring, 1970 Project Director

Van D, Mueller
Associate Director
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODGST ION

Background ¢ _tte Study

The ¢  <titutfons in all states contain language to the effect tnat the
legislatur: as the respoasibility for maintaining a thorough and efficient
syatem of p: 11c education free to all young people within certain age limits,
In fulfilili: 2 this obligation, legislatures have generally enacted statutes
to permit the formation and reorganization of local school units. While most
of the responsit-tlfities for operating the schools have been delegated to these
local unfits, leg.lly public education remains a function of the state. More-
over, the "i:’ed States Supreme Court in Brown v Board of Educationl held that
educational opportunity within a state must be made avaflable to all on equal
terms.

State p: wvisfons fcr education generally fall far short of this goal,
Scarce stat ¢gources and faulty state aid distribution systems account for
much of the  sprved disparity in educatfonal opportunity within states.

Likewl e. nadequate local school diatrict structure contributes to the
problem. e condition {8 often characterized by an overabundance of dis-
tricts, wirw ~F vhich have limited reszources and miniscule school populations.
Other dfst: ¢ have been gerrymandered to create islands of tax privilege
for some, .* 1 leaving swamps of squalor for their neighbors. Joel S. Berke

observe. the rrent fiscal conditions of American schoola #nd wrote:

Rataing sdequate revenues for the support of education
i threatening problem in a large proportion of the natfon's
swuool syatems. There are, of course, exceptions: a limited
number of enclaves with high nonresidential taxadble resources
relative to the nunber of school children} some very wealthy
suburban comrunities with high levels of rcsidential property,
income, and educational expectations; and some rural dlstricts
with stable or declinlng populations and relatfvely miafmal
educational demands., But {n most ¢ities, suburbs, and pres
dominantly rural areas heightencd demand for educational
services and salaries on the part of professionals and con-
cecned parents are running headeon into local taxpayer revolts,
state econoay drives, and a pause in increased federal spendiag.
In many areas of the country, we find that school shutdowns,
the elimination of spectal projects, and incteasing average
class sfre are beiny serfously discussed af necessary steps
in the fact of fiscal crises.

Also, the flight of the more praaperous urban dweilers to the afffuent
sudburbs and a sudbsequent tightening of lines between the central city and
its suburbs have introduced social, econocalc, and raclal stratification as
well as geoprsphic separation. On the basis of a comprehensive study {o
Michligan Guthrie concludes:

1.
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Societies which have persisted longest throughout
history appear Lo be those which have avoided vast
social and economic differences among major segments
of their populations, Clearly, the relat.ve success
of the United States in avoiding such extremes has
been fostered significantly by the past successes of
our schools. Today, however, because of a shortage of
resources and an {nappropriate distribution of the
resources which are available, schools are no longer
80 successful. The preservation of equal opportunity
and the reality of an open society whereln individuals
rise or fall in accord with their interests and ahilities
demands a restructuring of present arrangsments for the
support and provision of schcol services.

Equality of education is more a myth than a reality in many areas of the
natien in 1970,

The legislatures in the several states are confronted with perplexing
problems as they seek to satisfy constitutional mandates and court decrees
relative to (ood schcols for all., Three options seem to offer some promise.
The states can direct more resources to the school districts with the greatest
need; establish regifonal or intermediate districts to collect and distribute
taxes to local operating districts; and create a more efficient school dis-
trict organization through legislative fiat,

Twenty-four states have adoptzd legislation forcing the abolition of
certain types of school districts. However, political considerations have
often deterred legislatures from bold action to reorganize schools. A few
states have attempted to manipulate school aids in a fashion to encourage
local districts to form stronger units through consolidation. Also, several
states are experimenting with regional approaches which are calculated to
equalize tax levies and the quality of schools in multi-county areas.” The
conditions which contribute to the success or failure of all these efforts
are not uni2rstood because there 1s a paucity of empirical research evidence
to guide the decision-makers,

Opposing forces appear to be operating in the ares of school district
reorganization. Concern for economical school operaticn has been a prime
consideration in the move to develop more effective school district organi~
zations in many states. At the same time, legfislatures {n some states have
increased state levels of school support under conditions that have sub-
sidized ineffective and inefficient administrative units.® Likewise, state
aids in metropolitan areas virtually insure a separate and unequal existence
for cities and suburbs.

State aid formulas are political responses to educational needs and may
be classified as neutral, favorable, or negative with regard to school dis-
trict reorganization. These responses are oftan generated ~ithout adequate
theoretical and policy frameworks derived from empirical research. There is
a dearth of research findings {n the literature dealing with this problem.
More knowledge is needed to develop conceptual models fcr the distribution
of the resources allocated to education in order to relate the educational
institution to the emerging patterns of contemporary society.?

. 10
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There 1s a conspicuous absence of rejorted research relative to the
relationship between state aid distribution systems and school district
organization. This is strange because many experts in school finance
have noted that such a relationship does exist. HKowever, there are no
studies which have attempted to measure this relati: -ship., Therefore
all of the knowledge is purely speculative. This may be true because
only a few states have made direct grants to encourage the adogtion of
district organization plans, Moreover, the amcunt of money provided
through incentive aids typically is very small when compared to the amount
of money distributed through the general state support program, Few of
the states have adopted financial penalties; that is, deny some state monies
to districts for failing to reorganize. Moreover, many states have pro-
visions in the law which may actually discourage school district recrganiza-
tion. These provisions take many forms. The most common one is a reduction
in state afds to one or more partners in the reorganization with less aid
available to the new district than is now being paid to the several separate
districts, Another example pertains to a limitation on bonding capacity in
the new district. Also, some states have included sparsity factore in their
state aid formulas which encourage the continuation of small inefficient
districts.

Therefore, the research reported in Parts I and II of this study is
unique. Tt contains a study of those elements I{n state aid distribution
systems which encourage or retard the reorganization of school districts.
The need for such reorganization is widespread and continuing. The shift
in populaticn, change in economic factors, and technological advances urge
that the organization for education respond to contemporary conditions.

PMirposes of the Study

The study has two major purposes. The objectives of the specfal project,
as stated in the research contract, appear below:

1. Investigate the relationship of state school aids to
local school district organization.

2, Examine the financing of regional o1 intermediate units.

In addition, severalt minor purposes of the study were enumerated in the
research proposal., They were stated in question form, as follows;:

1, To what extent has school district reorganization reduced
variations in tax-paying ability and expenditure per pupil
within states?t

2, Has school district reorganization introduced greater
stability and equity into tax structures?

3, At what level of state support for education does the
greatest amount of school district reorganization tead to
take place? (This level may be expressed in a ratio to
per pupil expenditure,)

11

v b+ m B m, s ety




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

4, What types of special incentive alds ave associated with
the greatest amount of school district reorganization?

5. At what support levels must incentive aids operate in
order to yleld the greatest amount of reosganization
activity among local districts?

§, What factors in the state aid distribution system retard
school district reorganization?

7. What factors in state atd distribution plans discourage
the consolidation of central city and suburban school

districts?

8., What legal provisions are associated with the greatest

amount of school district reorganization?

9, How do state ald systems relate to the trend toward
decentralization of policy-making in large cities?

10. what is the potential for utilizing intermediate or
reglonal units to collect and distribute local taxes?

The primary thesis of this study is that an understanding of the relation-
ship of school district reorganization to srate aid distribution systems will
provide a needed input to Phase IV of the Na:ional Educational Finance Project
which proposes to design mcdel programs of school support.

School District Organization Defined

Education {s recognized as a function of the state, As a result, state
legislatures, subject to constitutional provisions, have the authority to
establish, maintain, and regulate schools, Thus the legal powers held by
school districts are those delegated to them by the state. School districts
are purely creatures of the state and as such have no int-rent powers. They
may be created or abolished and their powers may be increased or diminished
at the will of the state,

The legal restructuring of school districts is referred to as school
district reorganization. Such restructuring rormally involves the combin-
ing ¢f one or more school districts into a single larger administrative unit,
However, the division of existing districts, such as large cities or counties,
fnto smaller administrative units is also a type of school district reor-
ganfzation. This type of reorganization, which creates additional school
districts rather than abolishing existing ones, should not be confused with
the internal modification of administrative organizations. Several large
school systems have moved toward such internat modification or 'decentraliza-
tion." However, the units created by this process have no state delegated
powers. Therefore, this type of internal restructuring can logically be
described as administrative procedure, rather than school district reorgan-
fzation.
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The creat.on of new or the modification of existing intermediate or
regional units with state delegated powers which are held jointly or shared
with local school districts represents siill another form of school dis-
trict reorganization. The reorganization in this Instance may represent
a change in the physical boundaries of the unit or it may refer to a
redistribution of powers between regional units and lozal school districts.
An example of the latter {s a transfer of taxing authority from local school
districts to {ntermediate units to achieve a greater degree of equalization

of tax effort,

This form of reorganization may be combined with the divisicn

of large existing school districts into smaller units.® Such propusals have
been advanced as partial solutions to the problems besetting urban schools.

The dimension and breadth of school district recrganization is truly
enormous, Fitzwater” and other authors have identified all of the following
types of srhool district reorganization which are occurring simultaneously

in the United

1

2

-~

8

10.

States:
Continued progress f{n eliminating non-operating districts.,

The requivement in an increasing number 2f states that all

reorganized districts be unified (organized to operate both
elementary and high schcols); a related requ!rement is that
territory of the state be in a district maintaining a2 high

school.

The {nclucsion of more than one small high school district
in a reorganized district.

The merging of previously established small reorganized
units into enlarged reorganized units, {in other words
reorganizing the reorganfizations.

The merger of small or medium-sized city districts with
the open county districts surrounding them.

Merging all or nearly all of the territory of a county
into a single administrative unit.

The formation of large suburban districts adjoining
major cities.

The merger of independent city districts and adjoining
county school districts.

The formation of separately organized regional high school

districts embracing the territory of several towa (or town-
ship) school distvicts has been a developing trend in some

New England states and in New Jersey.

The creation of intermediate or regional units with state
delegated powers.
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11, The devision of large city districts into smaller units.

12, The gradual elimination of the office of county superin-
tendent of schools.

Research Procedure and Conduct of the Study

The procedure established and executed on this research project gen-
erated knowledge about the relationship of state financial aid programs
and school district reorganization as cutlined below:

1.

~
-

Identified on the basis of a survey of the 48 contiguous state
support provisfons concerning school district reorganization
and other provisions in the law which affect schaol district
reorganization;*

Utilfzed data derived from the above survey, sclected a sample
of states which presented a range of situatioff which may have
had impact upon school district organfzation, Among the
criteria for selection of states included in the sample are:

a) Fiscal provisions for school district reorganization,

b) Fiscal capacity of school districts within states,

¢) Sparsity and density of population,

d) Number of school districts,

e) Historical develcpment of school district organization in
the state,

f) Geographical and topographical cunsiderations, and

g) Reglonal coucepts of local controi of education,

3. Obtained the following data in the selected sample of states.

a) Level of expenditure per pupil from 1948-1968.12 Expendi-
tures were categorized by fund, type and by size of districts.,
Fund types include maintenance, capital outlay, and debt service,

b) Level of rtate suppurt for education in the districts. Aids
applicable to the funds listed above were utilized. Correction
aid for sparsity and premfum aid for reorganization was of
special interest.,

¢) Nature of the aid distribution formulas legislated during the
20-year period and the years they wecre put into effect. The
elements of the formulas were categorized by the fund types
identified above.

d) Local school tax rates in the districts for the 1967-68 pericd.

e) Frogress of school district reorganization fncluding the number
of districts of various types by year during the period.

f) The statutes pertaining to intermediate districts were acquired.
The amount of state and local funds received and distributed by
the intermediate units was obtained,

g) The statutes pertalning to reorganization were obtained. Also,
related statutes which deter or encourage the consolidation of
urban and suburban dirtricts in metropolitan areas were examined.
These statutes pertained to teacher retirement, tenure, and
certification systems.

v 14
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4, Analyzed the data collected to enable comparisons over time
among educational expenditure levels of state support, local
property, tax ratcs, amount and type of incentive aids,
incidence of factors in the state aid formula vhich deter
school district reorganization, and changes fn the nunber
of school districts,

Overview of "Generalization to State Finance Models"

The chapters vhich follow are primarily devoted to a systematic examlna-
tion of the study's ten research questions in the context of the general data
base presented in Part I "Patterns of School District Organization."

Chapter I, "Introduction" Introduces the problem and stresses the impor-
tance and timeliness of research concerned with the relationship of school
district organtzation to state aid distribution systems. The analytical
design and study procedures are briefly described, and zn operational defini-
tion of school district organization is presented.

Chapter 1I {s devoted to a state-by-state description of local school
district governmental arrangements, legal bases and trends in number of dis-
tricts by type during the period 1932-1968. Included in the state profiles
is i{dentification of pertinent legislatien along a time line.

A review and analysis of the literature is presented in Chapter 111,
The focal points are the process of school district reorganization and the
fmplications of state finance programs and Incentive aids, the implications
of equalization of expenditures, for education, and the regfonal approach to
taxation of property for financial support of local school districts,

Chapter IV examines the relationship of state school aids to local school
district organization. The findings and analyses frow the selected sample
of sixteen states are described in terms of the study's major research ques-
tions, The chapter analyzes the differences {n how legislation and finance
features encourage or discourage reorganization and concludes with presenta-
tion of analyses. Included are the results of model development and testing.

Alternative reglonal property taxation plans are analyzed in Chapter V,
The findings from the appltcation of seven alternative taxation Models to
each of the forty-eight sample regions are presented. The equalization effects
of each plan are reviewed according to their impact on fiscal disparity of the
local school districts within the respective regions.

Chapter VI, the concluding chapter in this volume, opens with the presenta-
tion of conclusions drawn from the findings presented in Chapter IV and V,
proceeds to generalizaticns to state finance models and concludes with a state-
ment of needed additional research.
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The information contained in Appendix E provides additional sixteen-
state statfstical data, correlation coefficient matrices on school district
size and selected fiscal variables, and summary data on state aid distribu~
tion systems. The contents of Appendix D provides a detailed description
of the sampling criteria utilized in the study and a summary of the sampling
plan for selection of local school districts and regfonal units. Other
appendices provide lists of cooperating states and Natfonal Educational
Finance Project personnel, a listing of state education agency cooperating
personnel and a description of the special project staff.

A glossary of terms and list of selected bibilographical references are
alsu included.
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SIMMARY

The analyses and model derivations repostad in this volume (Part Ip:
Generalizations to State Finance Models) are based on basic date reported
in Part I: Patterns of School District Organization, in addition to the
related information from states, regional units, and local school districts
in the sample, The two-part report of this systematic examination of the
relationship of state school 8upport to local school district organization
and the examination of the financing of education on a regional or inter-
mediate unit basis ig designed to provide new perspectives for solving the
problems of fnequality, The restructuring of present arrangements for the
organization and financial support of school services is a goal worthy of
the professional educator and policy-maker alike. The finformation derived
from this research study wil} hopefully contribute to an i{ncreased rationality
in considering the general need for change,

9.

o
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CHAPTER I

FOOTNOTES

lBrown v. Board of Educatfon of Topeka, 347 U,S. 483, 493, (1954).

2Joel S. Berke, The Impact of Present Patterns of Funding Education
for Urban Schools, mimeographed paper presented at 13th National Conference
on School Finance (April 1970) p. 1.

3James W. Guthrie, et al. Schools and Inequality, a report of a
Michigan Research Study published by the Urban Coalition, 1969, pp. 251-52.

4See Clifford P. Hooker and Van D, Mueller, '"Organ{zing for Local School
Districts,” The Relationsnip of School District Reorganization to State Aid
Distribution Systems - Pixt I: Patterns of School District Organfzation.
Nat{onal Educational Finince Project Special Study No. 11, 1970.

31bid, Chapter IIL.

6Ibi.d, Chapter 1V.

7For further elaboration on emerging concepts of state school support
see J, Alan Thomas, Robert Jewell, and Arthur E. Wise, Full State Funding
of Schools, a mimeographed paper prepared for the Education Commissions of
the States, March, 1970,

8For a treatise on this topic see Clifford P, Hooker and Van D, Mueller,
Equal Treatment to Equals--A New Structure for Public Schools {n the Kansas
City and St. Loufs Metropolitan Areas, A Report to the Missouri School Dis-
trict Reorganizat{on Commiss{on, Jurne 1969,

9c. 0. Fitzwater, State School System Development (Denver: Education
Commission of States, 1968) pp. 20-21.

1ol{ooket and Mueller, op. cit. The Relationship of School District Reor-
ganization to State Afid Distribution Systems - Part I: Patterns of School
District Organization.

11See Appendix D for detailed treatment of sampling design and listing
of state, regional, and local district stratification pattern.

12See Appendix E for summary of data by state and type of local district.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

lll

CHAPTER IX

STATE PROFILES

Introduction

During the twenty year range of interest for this study, most states
have experienced a decrease in the number of school districts. This can
be expected, as in the period 1948-68, approximately 90,000 school districts
have disappeared on a national level. In those states that have not experi-
enced a reduction in the number of school districts, one is likely to find
some type of county unit, cr in the case of a few smaller states, an actual
increase in districts resulting from an attempt to impose cooperative or
regional units on the basic local achool district structure, In Chapter IV
and Chapter VI of this volume, it {8 suggested that only occasionally has
it been a single legislative provision or financial feature, unless of a
mandatory nature, that is given credit for providing major impetus for school
district reorganization, More often it has been a combination of factors or
a total legisiative package that has been assembled which encouragss reor-
ganization activity. Also, it is evident that similar pieces of legislation
or financial features do not always have the same impact in each state.

To provide a visual disptay of how different types of legislation have
been utilized to encourage school district reorganization, this chapter
presents a longitudinal profile and descriptive narrative for the time period
1948-68 for the forty-eight states described as being contiguous. Alaska and
Hawaii are excluded due to limitaticns involved in developing a twenty-year
profile for these two states which were admitted to the Union in 1959. Basic
statistical data was just not available. The longitudinal profiles and
accompaning narratives contain information on the reduction of the type and
total number of school districts over the time period of this study. Per-
centage reduction is noted and discussed where appropriate., In addition,
information is presented on a chronological basis regarding legislation
adopted that pertains to school district reorganization. Where necessary,
pre-1948 data is cited to establish continuity and provide the groundwork
for understanding subsequent legislation. The profiles were not developed
to demcnstrate a '"cause and effect" relationship between the legislative
variables and reduction of school districts, but rather to graphically display
the legislation that was present during times of reorganization activity.

The basic procedure for developing these profiles was to use the state
legislative descriptions presented in Chapter II, Part I of this publication
in conjunction with the Basic Statistical Profiles contained in Appendix E,
Part I.

19
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In 1949 Alabama had 108 school districts in the state. By the fall of 1968 this
nucber had chanped to 130, an increase of 12,

Provisions ror the consolidatfon of schools can be found as early as 1927 when the
tesponsibilfity for the administracion snd supervision cf mll public schools in the state
wil vested {n county boards of educaticn under direction of the state board of education,
County superintendents could recommend the consclidaticn of schools within the county,

The number of dfstricts has shown a slight fncrease over the years. After 1959 leg-
islstfon providing the legal basis for the organfzatfon of a school system within the
prescribed basic county board system, but separate and apart from eny legal upper echelon
school authority Alsbama has had an increase in spproxfmately 8 districts.
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1842 1950 1969
Organfzation leg- United Financisl
islation clartiying tounty incentive
procedures regarding school for reorg-
alteration of school district anization
districts, as vell as

1947 mandatory
Provisions for dis- requireaents,

solutfon and amnenacion
of school disericts
after an election (s held.
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The major thrust toward school districk organkzatfon occurred in Arkansas between
1943 and 1951. [n 1944 Arkansas had 7,451 school districts whereas the 1951 total wvas
down to 425,

During this period of time three major pieces of legislation were passed that seemed
to have #a Impact on reorganization. In 1943 2n act was passed clarifying some of the
basic procedural problemn regarding slteration of school districk boundaries. 1In 1947
tne legislature amended the stats statutes to lnclude provisions for dissolution and
annexation of school disericts within the county sfter an election 48 held. In 1950 the
tegislature provided for the creatinon in each county of a united school district composed
of all school districts within the county having less than 350 students.

Between 1951 and 1968 the number of school districts gradually decreased from 425 to
394, Tn 1969 legislation was emacted incorporating financisl {ncentfves with wandatory
features to encourage school district veorganization. 1t {s too early to judge the {mpact
of chin lav.
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From 1948 to 1968 thare have been 00 sajor tegfolative enactments that Dave hod o
sajor 1mpeet oa school distrlct reorganization. The distrdet had teen entav)ished a¢
the basic walt for 3choo) admfslnteation before the peclod of this stody and temalns
80 to the present day.

There were 342 pchool districts n ArSrena In 1940, Over the past tventy years 43
dioteices Nave gradesiiy basn eliainoted teveiting fa the presest 297 total.
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CALIFORNIA 1s.

1945 1949 1551 1959 1964
Optional Reor- Increased Optional reorgan< Master plans Financial
ganization Ace. rola of {aation Plan- for reorganc tnceatives
Established o state board Changes in finsnce feration wern for reor-
state recrgea- of education. progras. and trans- required. ganized
{ration commisston, pottation alds. distedcts,

1947
Expandion of 1945
legislation,
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tn 1983 an act titled "Optlonal Peorganication of School Dlatricrs by Electors”
provided a practicst seons for the fifat time 1n the stare’s hlatory for forming wnified
districts and can be polsted to o5 a significant plece of Neglalaticn for a change tn the
puaber of school dfstrtets In 1945-48 of 2,368 to @ 1954:%% ¢otal of 1,934, s reduction of
almost onecfoutth. Netwveen L1046 and 1956 approxiastely €50 non-opetaring ard elecentary
pchool dintefcts were elfalnated. A State Commlsnion oa School Platricts, Neglonal Plane
efng Comnlaslons, and Local Sutvey Comitteed wera establtohed to forwalate plansy and tecos-
wendetlons for saiftcation oF other recrganitation of school districtn, Im 1967 tals legls-
1atlon was expanded wpon by removing some tasttlctive voting tegeiremsnts and glving mote
pover to the local sutvey commlttess.

10 1949 anotber seties of svendrants wite added to the 1945 statute. The 1943 State
Conmisaion wat disselved erd {es pover transfareed to the State Board of Edwcation. Ancther
signilicaat asesndment st thi0 tlee was the pandetory estadblinteant ef s achool distrlet
tectganisstion coamitten {n avery cownty ezcept $on Francleto. 1In 1931 legialaticn ercvided
st optlons] reorganiestion plan slong with settlng forth asie changes ta the Equalltation
Ald and Trsnsportation Ald Progres.

Ir 1939 master plane for repegenleation vate reguited to be subaltted By county com-
slttees 80 Later than Septester U5, 194). fThese plons vete concersed with gchool dlatelct
crganination within the county. Prom 1960 te 1964 the aumbet of school dlstrlcts drepped
from 1,684 te |, 5453, Durling the some peelod of ¢lns dintricts with elementaty gehoole only
decrasied by close ta N0 while districts contateing doth clamentary and secondary schools
tncteased by forty-alna, Thit would peem to tadleate actiom oa the Part of tha Lounty
ctoanftteen. The 1964 Rlegielatere provided 10me tncentiv: funds for those dlatvlets that
A reotganired ot would egred o €0 s0. THhe provinion incrended the foundstion pregran
for mote affleiently otganiced dlotedices. 10 1966 the Durder of flatticts hod decreased
from 1,536 L 1964, te 0 tetal of 1,330,

Theongd Saleaily pornlssive legtolatton the ranbet of schoel dlatricte ta Califerale
b Sropped from 1,854 La 194546 ta o 1964 toatel of 1,138, Batvear 198« &4 to o 1948
watal of 1,030, Detwwan 1940-44 the senber of sou-cperating dinlricts Ras dropped from 110
te 27 the aembar af alesentsty onty dlatticts from 3,028 to 738; the wuabir of tecoedary
saly Jistrtete from 15 to V20 whilte at e Yone tiee the sumber el districed with omly
slentetaty ond petondry ochooln hos lactoared feom 37 to 229,

21
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Ia 1944 Colorado had 1920 school dfstelcts. The state's Flrat real dlstelct teor-
ganlnatlon program vas (nttinled in 194 vhen county toamlttets vera set up to help s
state commlnnioner 1n developing teorgantiaation plane. The comtanlonet wir glven pover
to spprove toutty plase and 00 teorganftatlon coald bo brought to a vote withoat his coe-
vent, Dutirg the Tirat twe years after the lrglalation thirty-seven new dlalrlcts vere
ertabliated bat the total mober vas reduces by orer tveatp-fire percent. Reotgentratios
asttlelts zeached ot peok in 1950 vhin tventy-afine tedrganieaticn elections out of thirty-
efght were pasied on favotahly by the votere. Asendments wers enscted In 1951 Aich
reptricted contloued progrann. e Cltat parles of tectgenizatics 1egistation expited
Jeldy 1, 1354,

12 1937 the Yeglolsture passed the Dlatelct Orgenfration pet which esbod ied nany
foatures of the 199 leglolation. An Increasre of reorganteailon activity folloved this
net as evidenced by the fact that the nomber ef pehool dintelcts dropred from B4Y Ir
1957 to 322 Im 1939, In 1363 the asaunption of Sonded [ndedtedness becans @ feature of
teotgenization leglilatfon. The 1984 legislatute provided sandatory drovisions ellvinating
Cownty Righ Behool Dlstrlcts and thelr compontnt elementaty distefees by Fedtusey 1, 1945,

By the Tall of 1963 the nunber of school disteicte Sm cha stats had dropped to 191
from a 1943 total of 1,844, ALl non-opetating Sstufcts hare been ellrinsted and thote
dtrtrices opetating coly alesentary schocls Peve dropped Prom 3,430 10 104K 20 thres,
Butirg this famm tine tha puetar &f dialticas opetating elesantaty and seconfaty gcheoln
ot Qreteaved Croe 181 te 170,

‘i
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in 1949 the Connecticut Tegintaturr n.cted 5 lovw dtating that each town waa to
ssintain the contzrel of all the public achools within 1t fleits and for this purro-e
wat to be & sehos) district with all the powvers and purpores theceol.
did not drastically alcer the nunber of school dlstricts bat §t did more elearly define
the ceganisational strecturd fot governind these disteicty,

In 1948 Connectiest had 17} pehool districtn,

En eandity ic

fs popolation Ligutes have grown By

alwott 30 percent fzon 1940 to 1959 the neeber of dlatricts has remaised foftly comntant
(124 tn 1969).  The site of the schoel distelet has fncreased tondlatently, tn 1354 for
exanple, Comnectfcut hod only &7 districts with over 3500 entolleent while by 1368 thia

figure bad deodled (138,

Ta 1947 the leglslature enacted previdions Inclvding sooe financlal Incentive through
the wse of boaws aid and g hcol duildinrg grants for the encoutagement of tegional gehool

diateicts.
the Past two ruare.

e R0

Sie 1967 there has been 00 fpcrease in Tour reglo slfzed disteicta (R-12) {n
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School dlatelet organteation leglalation (a Delavara daten back to the early 19201
vhan both urban ares and tural dlstricts wvere entadliabed by the state leptalatute,

School disteiet reorganiration wae discussed 8 nusbher of tiees over the years but vwith
wittually no legislative actinn resulting. l1a 1946 a 9chool sutvey comnlttee recommended
tedirtrieting. Thelr work resalted {n o copreve~sive atudy pnd teport oo recrganization
that was glren ta the legiploture In 1951, Thie report, vhich recooended drastic revisions
o thae dalating orgensrationsl stroctere, d4d not result in any spectfic leginlation bat
seaned to have had an tomedlats fapsct 0o tha stirvlntion of recrganisation activit:, S$ince
1952 when the state had 110 echool dintrictn to 1568 when there were oaly 5O distrs o thetre
has been o dectensn of over 50 percent,

te 1945 tha Covernora Committee on Educalion (nav urated another atwdy vhich had caa-
pldatable fmpsct on tectganinstion, 1a Lte teport {t tecowended a teduction of the extit-
tng 31 dlotricts to 23 Including vocational schoel distetetn, Ths feport provided fepetus
for 1968 leglelation vhich Literally teploced extating coder. &y October &, 1968 the State
Bosrd of Tdutation wae .0 ptepata plans of reorgentration fer each sehool dlstrict. Allowe
ing fer appesl, on ot befora March |, 1949 the State Poard ¢f Fdotation was to finsllee
thaee placs and by Joly |, 1969 all proposed school districts contetned I8 the plang were
to be constitoted aod known ap tesrgarired schosl dintrlens.
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The 1885 Constitution of Flor{da asteblished a tounty 9chool distrfct trustee system
vhich was wodifled thiough & 1¥4) apendment creating 8 coudty bosrd organirstion,

The Constitution of 1943 revised the atove foreat by excluding reference to the d1n-
trict schood trastees stating that each county stalt conasitute 8 school disteict and that
twd €1 mote (ontigudud tountied, wupoh vote of the electors of esch tounty Pursudnt to iav,
A1 school dintriers 1n territory not [nzluded
I gchool diatelcts En esch count? of the state shall Be corsclidated 1nto one schood

82y to condined Into one sehool dlsintet.

dsatrtce.

Feorganisation actilvity in Flotida hat aat been axident n terms of & decteare i the
nustet of school distsicts, Ia 194D there wers 87 gchool distticts 1a Tetida while the
1968 figure 1o en:ctiy the same. This nosber corresponds to the cueber of coantles in the
frete. There hap Seea sctivily withla the county steoecture Curlng this periof of tive 2
svidencrd by the fact that the munber of one-teacher dlatricts han bees cedced from a

1948 total of 420 te 2 1DES figure of 1),

o e 2 e 3 i
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Ia 1019 legiolation wae paseed estadl (ahing county £iatricte. In 1944 county Boerds
of education wera given the eight to coasolidate tvo o more dchoola {nto one school ta
thefr county 1f ta thelr oplalon, the welfete of the schools end tha Bast Ialatest of the
peplle tequited it. 1a 1951 the legfelature provided that the stala could withhold capital
outlsy elletments from school districth the state depottoent folt sbould conssliiate.

1a 1348 Cootgle had 13 schoeld élatricte 1n the state wheraas 1a 1940 they had 213,
In dtief the pattern {3 the 1HF establtsnment of covoty distriees elong with peraistive
Tegielation to allow tndependent £idtrlcta te joIn the townty distelet, The 1944 law
encovraged the townty distelcts to conselidate trese local disteicts. Ta 1931 Prasaste
Sad baen opplted to help contslldntion by withhetdteg capital outlsy paymeats to ticte
tha state depattatat feota sboeld covsstidets.

Alrhough Littie cheng® had cour ebont in terss of tha tusber of school districtd, ever
6,000 schools have bean piteinated thtough consolidation fron 1049-66. The leglalution hae
resuited 1n ¢ drsalie redocilon snd elfeination of one-teachet schoola ad the musher was
1,758 1a 1940 with tha 1940 cotal deing rere.

_——

1 ———— ey




R

A

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

WHo

1800

"

21,

IDAHO
1947 1951 1961
Peabody Survay Msndarory All areas | lz::I .
State Comie- provisions of state |¢:T||n;on
slon and county repealed forcsd to adopted
tommlttee taka 8nd replaced teorganise. Lapaed *
initfetive. Reor- by petition county boarde “:n( ts
ganization plass procedures. aboltshed tn .b.,u.;ga
were sundatory, recrganized :
countfes,
it BREARKLOWN  UNKNOWN
ELEMENTARY OMLY AN
SECONDARY OMLY VA
(].] UNIFIED |
OTHER
et
a 11
S\ ] 1]
=1 - 11 ] i Y] 1

1n 1943.44 24aho had 1300 dchocl distriets. Yhe state tegan o tecegan{eation pregrae
B 1947 with vhat was knovn st the Pealody sutver. This sutvey ercouraged 1947 legiolstion
which edtadlfished a Stote Reotganiratlon Comtonton and county comittaes Re take the
fnitfatlve 18 promoting teorganiration,

Rectgerfeation planning become mandatoey and clocees of diateices vetd estadliohed te
whieh a1l recepanised dioteicts had 15 belong By Joly 1, (MY, By the 210 of 1949 aver W)
percent of toe ates {9 the state wis In & veorganized dlottict. 9y 1952 over &0 glatticts
opetating eleseatary echools only were eliolnated. ta 1951 the legiolatere passed on 2vend.
rent repedling the provieion requiting mandatory teorganliation wlthoud & wote fot ell
entestgonived teeritory after 1951, 1n lts Place was 3 reans wheredy tvo-thivds of the
qualified voters o any area of o recegenived diatelet could petinfon the state boatd to
tepatote end Deecee prrr of an wdjolniag dfattlct. Nevertheless, rectgenitetion continued
81 evidenced by the drop in distrlets from e L95° totel of 201 to o 1960 figure of 136,

In 1961 t™ legialature enactad 3 peovision whateby all acest of the state wete to be
teorganieed by June 30, 1961, County boatds wete aboliobed {1 rectgantired tountles. Ty
was Tollowed up by 1983 leglolation genetally persisifve 1n naturs bat which elgo 12t wp
rochinety for the dissciving of non-operating dfoteices. Sy the Loll of 1969 tdahe hed
elininated all noa-opernting dlstrfets, SEnce 1949 the pundet of seheel distrlets have
Stepprat by over BO percant to 2 total of 115, tlesentasy oaly disteictn hod Peen teduoced
(tom 78 to 9 end thete ware »o dlattlcte aperating only serondary scheoln,
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In 1948 11itools had a tcral of 9,055 scheol disteilcte #,72% of which oferated only
elementary schootu. By 1952 the total tunber of districta had tera tedoced to 1,41 vhtte
those dlotrkets opetaling oaly elecentary 0thoanls totaled 2,70E, & vediciLica of wpprens
{eseely ¢ ,000.

Thin trewndous tedxtion eon be attributed In purt 2o 1943 204 1347 legiel st lon vhich
fitst proveided for 2 Stets Comminslon oo ¢OWNtY Conmittera Lo confact Studies asd PrepNte
organfeation plens, T 194 & cowmmnitp-on(t gchool $istrlct Yow vas parted ehwraping

12-p0afn districts. Moat of the teorganisetion tock place Netveen the effectise data of
the cormrunity-cnit lew (laca 2aly, 1947} &8 Octetar, 1348, Derfng that perfod over §.300

school distrbein vore alinfasted,

Yhroeph Danlesdiy jevmlsslva Teglolation coopied with ferlad of atata 258 to ol
dfatricte, Lldincis had cropped ta 1,279 diateiets by the f.11 of 1968, o teduction of

approvioncaly X per co:t,
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In 1943 there veer aprroximataly £, 200 sehool districts in Indlans. By July 1, 19¢%

thit mmbet had been tedaced bty over 90 percent o a flgute of only 283, The rajot portd
of this ceduction hos taken plece Bdetueen the yeats 1037 and 1969 g0 there were still ove
1,000 pchotl disteicta f8 che state tn 1989,

ta 1951 8 Bchoel sarves tommlnnion vat erested to stedy nchool finance and achool
distriet restranlestica, Pecommerdations of this comminsion vetd Lastemental Yo motivat
8 great deal of [nterest in veceganiBation. In 1955 the legfalature rassed the Metropeld
Sehacl Consolldation Liv which had 1irfted Impact on recrpanitstion,

o
t

int
tan

1957 snendrents $14 Little to stimulste tearganlration activity Bat (n 1949, the Canenl
Attcedly pasaed aignificant leglolation entitled the School Corporation Prorgaricestion tuw,
Machinety wae set op to €nadle eltteeas in each of the counties te stody thelr ovn seheol

otpanitntion retds snd to [ratitute change vhan they belleved improcement way reeded. @
state Comminian snd county committees wete crented te ansint the Neople {n their efforte
and 11though stodled of sruool zorpotetion organfration vete reguited by taw, the Jav 444
not cequite any thorpet 1€ & majority of the lecol eitleens did oot vent thes,
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T 1963-hh lowa had 4,05¢ school distedcta. In 1943 legtalation won anacted raquicing
county bostds of educatlon to conduct studies anéd proeote district reorgsnieetion. In 194)
covaly Byitend became 4 Pttt of the Llowe publte school syaten. 1Undependent or cocsolidoted
school dlatedictn wanting to be part of the county systen eoutd do 90 wpon wajority vote of
the voters fn 1he ddatelet, By 1D the avedar of dlattlets neill totaled 4,314,

Ea 1933 estenslvn Tegtatotive changts ware wade. AJ1 of the o14 legal provinlens for
sffecting Sownfaty thanges werd tepeates and general ehanges (a the rearganisation tov
were dxiensive. By 194 the nevber of diatricts had been reduced o 3,954,

In 1957 afpatfic:at Teglatation was passed requiring 811 coonty boatds of edocation to
faftiete Swrvays and stedies fot the putpote of proscting tecrganfsntion, These studies,
vhich ware te be completed by Jaly I, 1955, seen to hove stiminted reorgantenticn activity
09 deldenced by & decreass to 2,021 dintrters by 1960, B899 of these disteicts wets poa-
operating #nd 331 hed only elesentery schootn.

In 1943 Tegialation wvas pansed duclaeing that all sress of the state vere ‘o ¥ Ln
dirtelety nalotalaing 11 graden by July 1, 1966, the full fspact of this mandatory loge
Lalatlon can be pean by noting that by tha fall of 1968 the musber of distticta had
decroated to 430, Ouly one non-operating and only two elementary dfatricts extsted ot
that tine.
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In 1343 school Statelet reorganization leglalation wos enacted cresting tounty com-
aittees enpoveced 1o reorganies school $futricts without & vote of the People conterned.
Betveen LS and 1T over 1,600 achool distelcts wvarn ellntoated, T Jank of 1) the
Ranons Swptene Coutk hald the 1985 ect 4nd o 1947 esendeent wnconntiltetliona] on the
prounds that thay constituted sa topeoper delagation al laglilative power te townty coms
afttens. la 1940 ehare vera 3,64) school diatriets with only %03 optrating beth eleeta:
tary and secondaty schoets. e 1931 laginlation eliafnsted noacopetating comnon grhoo)
Slatrlets. )8 dlotedets which had not salotatned & gchool for thrae peats wete elininated
s of Joly 1, 1931, By 1960 thd wusbar o1 son-opersiing Sistricts hod been redweed ta 320,

ta 1341 oow legirlation was pansed asbodylng sany of the sandavcty Laatutes of the
184S act. Thid too wan detlared wnconstitetionat, 10 196) pew tectpenisation leginlntion
wal enscted. 1t ptowided sajor attmelstion ter recrgonitation av evidente by o Stop Lo
the mumber of school disteiets from o 1964 figure of 1,900 te o 1940 Higute of 337, Reot-
gealtation wvat seni<-erafntlve ta tha raspect that 108 planming waits wera tet wp to
sepenise all Lands ond dlatetecs iate K-12 spstend. The pecple could vota o8 the plan
Put 1f the plae wae dafacted Lt was Lo Ba re-tubuittad and voted wpon sgela. The 1943 et
alte provided ohe fital wnification sct that wvas Sedigrdd ta ancoutage teorpanization, The
tapset af this sct canm b0 folly opprecinted by obierving that betweea 1964 and 1948 183
eon-opetating Sistefets wre ellalnoted; the susber of diuteicte maintaiaing oaly alesentary
schools ware teduced by 1,078 and the mwnber af distticta satntainlag saly secondsry scheole
feetoaned by 294,
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'n 1908 Kentucky completely remodeled their high achool syatem, ke new plar adopted
at that time called for » wadified county-city organizational syste+, 1Tn Lhe 1930's leg-
i8laLf0a was pasted further defi{niny an independent school district. Tt alac stated that

ro independent districr othcr than a clty of the first five classes ¢hall coutinue to
operate when its school censuid enuneratlou nf white children fell belew 200 pupile. Ty
1943. 27 achool districts existed compared 3 384 la 1532,

In 1948 legislation outlined provisions for the cerger of an {ndependent district with
s county district based on &n appeal from Lhe independent bodard to the county board. If
this appeal failed, it could da submitted to the state baard of education,

kxcept For the estebliabuwnt of the county systen dn 1908 reorganization legislarion
{. Xentucky has been percliesive. There wece 246 school dietricta in 1948, by the fall of
1938 thin number had been reduced to 193. Five of thest contained only elementary schoole.
None of the dintrlcts had an enroliment Of less than 100 pupils and wnly 15 districts had
an enrollment of less than 500 pupils.
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There are sixty-four parish (county) and Lwo city school systems In louisiana. As
Louisiana his operated urder this basic format for over twenty years there has teen no
eignf “lcant legislatfon passed that hae had an inpact on school district recrganization
during the period of thts study

Lt is of luterest to note that slthough the number of school districts has renained
constant cover this time, there has been a reduction In the total number of schools opera-
ting from 2,840 in 1948 to 1,885 1n L968 according to atat{stics produced by the United
States Offlce of Education. Only twe of these were one-teacher schools.
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In 1944 Malne had 500 school districts. By the fall of 1968 this number had been
reduced to 307, only 116 of which operated both elementary and secondary schools, During
this tice perzfssfve reorganization leglelation was paesed zo well as leginlation provid-
ing certain financisl fncentives to encourage the formstion of larger districts.

In 1947 the Communfty School District Act was passed allowing towna to Jodn together
to operate a aecondary school. In 1934 the Commissioner snd State Bosrd of Education were
directed by the legisloture to adjust the grouping of Supervisory Unfons within ths state
into districts containing 3375 teachers. A "no 108d" clause was provided snd school
committeea in the affected units wers involved in the planning of reorganized units.

The 1957 legislature encouraged developments of sufficlent size to provide equal
opportunity and better tax rates, The State Board of Education was to develop a state
plan for the creation of efficlent school administrative districts. One of thefr tespon-
sibiittien win to evaluste the lmpact of consolidstion on valuatfon per pupil fn the larger
district ard make definite recommendation with respect to an eventual uniform alnfmuw tax
rate toward the support o a foundation program of education {f these larger dlstricts were
appropriately cotablished throughout the state. This same year tvo provisions were inclvded
in legtelation which provided financisl incentives for reorganization. One provisfon pro-
vided that vhen administrative districta are reorganized, the state subsidy paid annually to
each district shall be supplemented by an additional 10% of that amount if they provide s
K=12 Program and one secondary facility, The second feature provides state afd for schocl

construction, school dedbts, and lesses to encourags the formatlon of larger school districts.

Since the 1957 legislation the number of school districts in Maine decreased by ovar 200,
163 of which operated only elementsry districts.
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The 1968 Ceneral Asseambly enacted an elaborate statute providing a county system of
public schools throughout the state. This stacute also gave the city of Baltimore the
full power to establish a system of free pullic schools. The education laws of Maryland
have been subject to frequent modification which has not altered {n any substantial mapner
the bas{c county level organizational structure, Msryland has 23 countfes and 24 school
districts,

County boards have the power to consolidate schools whenever tn their Judgement ft s
practicable and no resulttng attendance area contalns less then 50 children between the
ages of 6-14,
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In 1944 the State of Massachuserts had 351 schodl disrrices. By the fall of 1968
this number had {ncreascd to 394,

The 1948 leglslature enacted laws establishing regicnal school planning committeer.
Criteria were established for the formatlon of these districts. Each town comprising
the regional school district was to continue to receive state ald for educatlonal pur-
posed fin the amount to which it would be entitled to if no euch district hid been foried;
and such regional school district was enrf{tled to recelve ald for construrtion of regional
schools. In 1950 legislation encoursged the formation of reglonal school districts bty
raking an addit{onal payment of 15% of the amount to which the town would te eotitled L
such tegicnal districts had not been formed. 1In 1967 the legislature grouped the building
corstruction incentive with orher boous aid features all designed to encoursge veglanal
achool distrlces.

It should be noted that alond with the total (ncrease in school dlatricts non-operating
disericts, districts operating only elementary achocls, and districts operating omly second-
ary schools have all (ncreased while the only decrease fn the peviod from 134B-1968 has
been {n districte operating both elerentary and secondary schools.
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Ir 1948 {n Michigan Lhere were 5,18t school dlstricts, 4,191 of which maintalned only
ap elementary school. 1n those districts maintaining only an elementary school there were
2,952 one-teacher schools. In 1949 legislation was eracted providing for the establishing
of area study committees for the purpose of conducting studies of educational conditions
and needs within specified areazs and recommending thanges in school district recrganization.
As this way a satrictly cptional program little action was stimulated in the area of school
dlserict reorganization as evidenced by the fact that {n 1952 there were still 5,736 schcol
districes,

The 19535 legislatire enacted several provisions pertaining to reorganrlzation. These
provisicons were permissive in nature generally describing what type of disteclcts could
corsolidate, rules and procedures for consolidation proceedings and elections, and pro-
cedures for transferring lands., Although these provisions lacked mandalory features, the
nurber of school disiricts had decreased to 1,536 by the fall of 1964,

Reaponsibility for developing plans for improved schoul district organization became
mandatory for each county in 1964, Reorganfzation studies were reguited suggesting ways
to incorporate all non-high school districts into existent K-12 programs and also to combine
effectively any existing small X-12 districts into units capadle of offering a comprehensive
educational program through the twelfth grade. By 1968 the nunber of school districts had
dropped to 721,
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In 1947 the legislature {n sn attecpt to encourage school district reorganfzstiosn
established a State Advisory Commissfon and county survey committees. - The county come
mittees were to study the school districts and unorganized territory of the county for
the purpose of recommending desirsble reorganization. The State Commission, in addftion
to formuleting goala and procedures for public school reorganiration, reviewed the
recommendations of the county survey committees. County gnd state commfttee recormenda=
tions had to be approved by the voters of the district. In 1951 the leg{slature provtded
for the dissolutfon of some "closed" school districts. After the passape of the 1947 and
1951 legistztion the number of school districts declined rather rapidly. In 1948 there
were 7,518 school districes {n the stete. By 1956 this number had dropped to 3,633 or
over 30 percent. The number of non-operating districte dropped from 2,418 to 1,221 wnd
the number of dfistricts operating only elementary schoola were decreased from 7,073 to
3,181,

The 1963 legislature enacted a ptatute bringing about the dissclutfon of most of
the remaining non-operating districts in the state by July 1, 1965. By the fall of
1968 only efght closed school districts remained. 1In 1257 mandatory legislation wss
enscted requiring that after July 1, 1971 all srear of the state pust de included n
an independent or specfal school district maintaining classffied alementsry and secondary
#chools, grades one through twelve. By June of 1969 the number of school dfstricts in the
state hed fallen below 1,000 for the first time.
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1he state of Misslssippi has two basic governing bodles for the regulation of schools,
The county board of education has jurlsdiction over all schools within the county except
the mun{cipal separate school systems which are controlled by a board of trustees. The
basic school code was adopted {n 1948, At that tire there were 4,120 school districts in
the sxate, 3,440 of which operated only elementary schools.

In 1953 the current measures for the alteration, consolidation, and abolition of
school districts were escablished. The 1953 legialaticn was wandatory in the respect.
that all districts had to be reocganized by 1937 or lgse state afd. The State Finance
Commission played an authoritarian role in eftker approving or disapproving houndary
changes but the local voters also could {nfluerce redrganization action by petitlon,
From 1952 through the fall of 1969 there has been a decrease of over 1,800 gchool dis-
tricts. The fall of 1963 total was 149, nore of which operated only elementary schools.
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In 1348 the School District Reorganization law was passed in Missouri giving major
{mpetus to reducing the .sumber of school districty, In four years (1938-1952) the nurber
of school districta decreased by 3,753 from a figure of 8,326 in 1948 o & 4,573 total (n
1968, During this eame vime the numher of d{stricts maintalning only elementary schools
decreased from 7,642 to 3,904,

Toe 1948 law, wklch remains in effect {n essentfally its origi~al ferm, encouraged
reprganization through the creatien of county bopards which were to present to the State
Board of Education proposed plan of reorganizaction by May 1, 1949, As an incentive any i
newly reovganized district was entitled to $25,000 state Suilding aid ca a matching basis
to construct new buildings needed as a result of the reorganfzatlen. .n 1951 thct law was
amerded to fncr' ase this afd not to exceed $50,020 assessed valuation or fewer than 100
pupils in average dally attendance for the preceding year, In 1955 this was amended to
requite a proposed district to contain not less than 100 square mides of tand area or

{ewer than 200 {n A.D.A.

By the fall of 1968 the number of school districts had dropped to 789, 96 of which
were non-operating and 315 of which operated only elementary schools.
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{n 1947 the stzte of Montara passed leglslation superimposing high school districts
over elementatry districts. The basic school distriet orgarirati{vn structure {n Montana
calls for discrices operating only elecentary achools controlled by lecal school boards
under the general supervision of the county superintendent. Secondary districts are
superimposed over the existing elementary dIstricts. This has resulted 1o the trend over
the tventy years of th{s study wiich shows Montara galning In districes containing only
secondary schools from 18 {n 1948 to 164 in 1968. During this same period of time districes
maintaining both elementary and secondary schools have decreaged from 164 to one.

Leginlation (n 1963 classifled districts by population. 1965 legislation contained
provisions fot the creation of new districts but tried to remtrlet district reorganization
resulting {n a taxable valuation of property less than §75,000 {n the vesulting distrlcys.
In 1967 legislatton dealing with consolidated dlstricta, establishing provisions for the
procedures relating to consolidating and annexing dietricts, and assumption of borded
Indebtedness was enacted,

Montana legislation has been basically permissive In nature. Durling thke twenty years
of the study the total numker of districes have decreased from 1,522 to 758.
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in 194% Nebraska had 7,021 school districta, By the fall of 1968 this number had
decreased to 1,992, Durlng this period of time permissive legislation set up the machlnery
for changing district boundaries, abolishing districts, reorganization of districes, and
dissclution of districta.

In 1949 major reorgen{ration lepislation was pasaed, Thls leglalation was of a per-
mlsalve nature and fncluded no Financial fncentdives. One of the main features of the act
was the creation of state and county school districts reorganfzation committces. County
conqittees were required to consider reorganiration procedures and plans submitted to them
by the state committee but were not required to develop cr adopt any of these plars, (f
the county comnittee decided to go along with the state committee's recommendations, the
legivlation established procedures for pubiic hearings and elections,

tn 1965 legislatior was enacted to permit twenty-five percent of the legal voter of
Class I or II achools to petition for the dlssolution of their school district. [In 1968
of the 1,992 scheol districts reported, 429 were non-operating, 1,400 maintained oaly
elementary echools and only 324 districts maintained both an elemeatary and secondary
achool,
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In 1948 the state of Nevsda had 180 school districts, 148 of which opersted only
elementary schooly and 88 of this figure were one-teacher schools. 1In 1949 reorganizae
tion legialation was passed providing for the discontinuance of a district high school

if attendance dropped beiw eight resident students,

July 1, 1951 was set as the

effective date, 1951 legtslation changed the original discortinuance date to July 1,

1953 and provided for the annexatfon of unorganized territory to an organized dimtrict.
Previous to this there was only provisions for creation of a new distrlct from unorganized
territory. A 1953 statute provided for withdrawal from a consolldated district for the
purpose of forming a new district and also changed the petition procedure for annexation.

1956 lepistation provided for & major revisfon in Nevada's school district organization.
The school districts of the state were to be of two kinds {a) county school discrictas, (b)
toint school districts, County school systems were to be contiguous to county boundaries.

Joint school districts, composed of sll the territory
6chool dlstricts were provided for. The act provided

of two or more contiguous county
for the dissolution of existing

school districts and the transfer of all functions to the county districts as of March 2,

1956, Nevada has 17 counties and 17 school districts.

U
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10 1947 Wew Hsrpedire pansed legisiation ntating thet 8 cocpetative school dirnteice
wab entitied o the shates of asd to which the pupils attending the cocpetative diateice
Although

would hive been entitied to Had they vremained In the pre-eafisting dinteicts.
the ect itself &34 not geem to stimulate lnrediate tectpanicetion, this type of petele-

slve lapialation 1o conJunction with Finarcla) Incentive feetuter has helped the state
of Kev Wanpshite to teduce the total nunter of school dirtrices froa 200 In 1948 to 11D
e 1968, In this ta~e petind of tire the auabet of dictticls cheratirg only elementrny
sehools have deen teduced frow 1%0 In 1948 1o 5 In 1968,

1n 1933 tegislation wed ena-ied that stovided For stote ballding atf for those
cooprrating distticts formed fecr wwo of nete dirtelets ftom tvo ot scee tewvns,  Tre
196 Tentotature ditected the state boatd of edutation ta srepete Ind pudlish 8 plen
sxdividing the state ints surgested tooperative dchoal dlsizitts. 11 eive offered
tinsnelnl Incentiver 1o tecaiving and sending dirtricte vhich endertoct the ebligstions
of 81 aten schoot. Ihis raze tegfelatute ptovided Inceantive 01d to pre-eaiating disleicts
which wate willing ts wadezlake ¢he obltgitions eof a cocperatiet distefct. THa 1947 teg-

(olstuce expanded upod the ptovivion eatending state botlding aid fer theat cocperstive
Cocprrative school disteicty ate eniit ed

2ipteicls forred fros two of move distelets.
to an amownt tangisg [roa 40 percent to 35 percent ol the ansual principal pay>ent depend-
Lng on the mustar of pre-esisting districts which hare teebined.
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from 1948 through 1968 Xev terney enpetienced & gradusl {ncteake tn the fuster of
school Siateicte (5L fn 148 to 568 in 3968Y, The typa of tegislation pertadning to
school tecrganiestion Nas tesulted (o sn scteal fncteast fn gehoel distelcts tathee
then s general Qecteave which i1 cormmon in mort states. Back Ia 1903 tegivlation vas
fitat pavsed in Kevw tersey estadilohing the wnlon-greded school dis‘rict er » tegionsl
toatd of elucation, TFor over fifty years this eatly leginlation tematred bantcally the
120,

1935 1eatatotion gave speciftc gutdelines for enlatping 8 schoel disttict. Tre s~ended
1aw srzloded tre State Cominaianet of Education in the stody and Investization of disteict
tectgarieatlon, Tn 1060, an act war patsed aatherielng the crestlon of certaln teptonal
school divtrires,  This eradling lepinlation stated that the beard of educaticn of 2 coa-
scitdoted school dlotriet of of twe <t mote 1thool beatds #nd the Stats Comlnatontt of
Edwtat1on could calt ond tondoct o s3ectel electlon for cresting of & regions schood dis-
teiet,

Fore of the esplanation fot the incteace iw sehool 12 doe to the fgact that althoagh
Bev Jeteey has 34 regional dlstricts, orly B pre K-1). TYhe ethet coadinstiors are penerally
tegtont] secondaty dintttets shich 46 not necersatile encostape tHe consalidation of the
stare's ele~antary distefcta. Reotpaniest{on In the 1rate doas net peer te be ditouraged
Sy the 1tate oid feundstion Progren as appottivanert of funde sre adjusted secording to
tectgeriration. All distticte ate entitled te wonles Fron the alntoua 014 fund If they
ptevide gchootl fatilities for st least 130 doys and tonfotm to 1) teles and tepeistions
formalated by the State Commisnioner o€ the Scate Reard of Edmeation,

33.
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to ¢conduet of education survey €om- to prepate
annual reote could fnitiate =xfitces to recrgsnfzation
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Retveen 1848 1o 1948 the tuzter of sehool districty fn New “enico dropped fees 330 to
8. ALt of thuse diatrfces presently opetsie both elementary and secosdaty schools.

In 1981 0 lax yas passed seteing wp 8 procedute for annual sutveys By the siate board
of edmatlon for the putpose of deterninting the leasidillty of v 3fng consolldstions so 81
to effect the prestast possitle econonlens snd o that projer efocationat facitities could
te furnlshed to 211 tre sehool ehildran of the state. 18 19-0 Kev Menfee had 1,720 gehocl
Aistedicts, By 1031 thts totsl had Lropped te 409,

County Postds of elucatfon [n 1953, were glven pover to deteraine By tetslation that
standarde of edocation and econonles tould be Inproved by eonrsltdation of two or rore
voral schosl ddutelcts (n the counte, The sxate Seard of elucation cowld mandate the cone
solldaclen (f ey spproced of the tesclation. 1o 1956 thote werd 15 sehocl dinirlets.
fa 1958 atate ScP20l dutrey Commitiens wete ¢5tobitahed to astume the Teaporsititity for
deterefning tocomerdatiors for tectamittion. By 1960 the mantet of schoel districts
Sad beed tedaced 15 157, oaly oot of Which eptrated only an slementary sehool.

A proviston ensceed by tte D9ES lexislatate called (or arch toonty besrd te Freprie
plen for fts sdnisistrative recrganitatica by Suna XY, 1945 and sedait this Lo the state
soard of edocation fer §ts s9ftovsl, Shewld the plan mot mest with the Boatds spffessl ot
tf the county Doatd tefused ¢& subnlt 8 plan, the atate bosrd toal? fotce sandatcey tese-
peatration grecedures to Ba effective oo Lster thea Septenter 1, 1908, 1947 tegis'ation
oaZe (¢t vandotery thgt every Pub1EE schoo) was to Be Tocated within the ptographicel
toondsties of & sehest distrfct. Any dew diatefct cztated aftoe 1500 tise wont bove o
slnfem #f 300 studerts end wust mRintain & high school wnless an enception Lo pranied
b7 t™e state hoetd.
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The Central Rural Scheol Ace passed In 1823 fores the basis for school dlatrtet
tecrganiration, with sove mod(fications, that cxlsts In the state todsy. 1a 1946 a
Jalnt leglslative comlttee on ths atate vducation system presented n saster tlon for
the recrpanirntion ef senool flstiicts. This master plen war to gufde 1he tormingioner
of edutation In laying o.t tew cextral districts vhan voters of whcentraliced srras
exprosaed 2 devire for tectpanination.

In 1945 the leglolature passed the EIntermeddate Distrlet taw, Cnder this act, a
sufficleat proup of centrol and weise free dintsicta eculd conbine to provide to gil
of the schools of the stea these Sinds of edecalional fervlces that the individunl
dislricts could not provide. At this tled Xew York had 4,409 achool districts, 3829
of vich opatated ooty elecwatary scheols, The 1952 and 1956 legislatures offered dude
stantis] ftnsacfal Uncentlives to encourapt teorgeniration. A forrula war devised 1ot
Peying 4 Doty sppoetinamtrnt to sseh rectgasieed dintrict In otder to provide 51 the
very least equivalent setvice to the dintriets 49 they paisted before consolidstfon.
Alae, any cesteal dirtnlet whtch was organleed wat to recaive sn sppotifonrent dnown
" hl{llag quata Sared on pupil enreliment,

By A0 the munber of scheol Slatricts Nad Sropped ta 1,340, Over 100 of these £13-
telets did mot sctunlly opetate o scheol and 219 opetated saly elerentary pehools, The
Tast majer teorpanivation legtslntion passed In the atite of New Tork was to 1948, 1t
sowafed the efstation law to Reep eutrent tha state plan For gchool distedet rectpunins:
tion and sdjusted gppropeintions secordfenty. It HHalted the eontimuance of pehodl dlatricty
not malntalaing hore schoels, Tt alss lisited continainct of Coerialn conreact dystens by a
school diateict not satntaining hore Righ schocls. 1r slos estadlished a proce?ore fot
granting state sld for school bwit putposes to gchool distriets scheduled for teorgsnita-
tlet snd gravted additdooal state ald 1o certnin school dlatricrs alter teotrgenloation,

The pestly 3y olllton public schoot childrea 18 Bew Tork ttate ste flstrideted ovet o
tetat of 749 school diateicts. Some du not operate sehesls at a1l while sore opetote
elentntaty grades only. Ovet ont-balf of the districts e-tell fever than 1300 puplly,
Catptietngly, the Kew Yotk Clty wettapoliton Comtiea mccownt for 801 of vhae distelets
Saving se high fehesls,
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Korth Carcling han o1 fts badic gchool district orpanlaation tre county sdulnintrative
wnlt,  1n 1958 £t had o tots]l of 172 scheot distelers ard (s 1968, 163, Thare sze I
countien In the state.

The condtitution of the state ptovided thet each counly of the stnte shall e divided
fnto & tonventent muaber of dintriets. Tr 1933 the state lepinlarcre ~pre tizatriy defivad
the ptocess for creation and modification of schaol districte by the sinte Board of ndocss
tisn., Legisintion wan pasned entourtalrg ity afninistratise wnits te cornoiidunte vith
county walts by elloving for tha indettedrens of the tity anit to be psaumed by tte courty
wnit, This sare year found the county deatdn of ed.cation 1a cooreration alih the stite
Soatd of edocatlion givem sore snthority te Enitinte convolidation proceeding venecet (it
wan Jodged that #aeh tonselidation voeld Detter serve 1%e edocational Interests of the
county or any patt of (t.

A ntate beard of edwcotlon policy to 2o effective for cortolidatione octatring on ot
refore Janusty I, 1949 contains provinions goatanteeing no 1ass fa the Cerersl Certral
sllotment sod tre o' otment of superviters from the State Nine Montht School Fund for the
asd vecord fal! fincal yoare of the corselidation,
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Kotth Darote, Ia 1%:R, Nod 2,267 school distrdcts, 1,858 of which opecated oaly elex-
entary schools, WMithin thase 2,187 distticta thete vete 2,677 onectescher schools, A
tompretensive sthool dintrlet reotganitation law was enacted in 1947 establishing 2 srare
comitiee o0 school distedcl ceotganiration as well 23 county coamlttees to aspurne the
Inltlative {m stimulating sehool disteict recepsnitstion. Tre cou-ty coomittres had . ~e»
hall year to prepare conptereniive ttotpsnivation plans to be sudbeitted to the sture
coomittee fot apptoval. A 1989 awendeent apectffed that when o patrt of an exlating dfy.
teict was incloded La a recrganiration and the temainbng pottion had an asscssed valuation
of lets than $100,000 [er each teacier erploved that pottion was to be andesed to on
adjacent disteict. 1n 1950 North Pakots still had 2,250 sehoot districts.

In 1951 lepielation abolisted the state Coewittee on schoel district tectrantvation
and 508 wp voting gtocedutes 1hqalting a favoradle anjority vete In esch disteict tocleded

In the proposed restgantzation. Detveen 1932 ond 1956 ttere wat & dtcp of only 100 distrienn,

In 1957 the North Dakota Sehool Platrict feorgantrattoq Act wan enccted. (v ptovided fo.
the ¢ssolation of Lireally poor diatticts. The sct sttespted to provide for 8 mote restly
eguslired edocational sppottentity for puplls of the common schools, a highet deptee of
wnlfore ty of tas rate smorg disteicts, and o viset enpenditote of podlie funds. $he act
tontalned many sinilarities to the 1% lepislation, Yhe mct lelt tha fisal shape of the
reorganfration fa the hands of the people In the alfec.ed dintticts and 1eft the technlcal
Phases fa the hands of the county comitiees and the state Moard of edocation. Throegh
genetslly petalasive leglslatien, North Badote teduced (13 nusbet of school districts vy
over 1500 tatveen 1937 and 1940,




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b 1 A B Y,

1900

o0

i ria
200
- A i — N .
°

ORIO
,19"} 1953 1962
villige State Board Incentive aidy
Tistricts of education for reorganiza-
Aboliched . created. tlon, State
suretintendent
1959 te make reorgans
Reorganization ization studies.
studier initlated
u n ate 1968
A1l disericts
to be K-12
BREAXDOAN  UNKNC AN
ELEMENTARY ONLY }
104 WEr
2000 UNFED

379
-

L

938

| )

iy 3y

31} e (223

2

"

T 195344 Ohfo had 1,605 schee] districin, This novder grafially dectease? cer the
decade to & 1952-%) flavre of 1,629, 1933 leaanlation eatavlished procedures ict inltiated
reotganization sctivite, A1 di>tedcts  Peated after Octoler Y, 19%) vete te Nace 141Y
progearss  In 1933 the lepistature crented the srate's tiret *oard ef edxcstion. The state
toard, throze? the State Leg ri~ent of Fducatton, h:g exerted conslderatie trtlvesce In the
testeantzation of achaol #lstricts 1n phia. Since 1955 O%ie hay decteased My ciry &30
distelets,

The 19°9 leglislature enacted ptovisions authotizing the atate hoard te irplecert studies
of Sisttiets o docaent 1efs for tracaferpinn tettitoty, tn 1067 uq p-emfrent to this
legislation asthorired the state hoard to ditect the State Siperistendent te ~ke the receds
1ty stodies snd triromrendationy for ttanaler of teeriteties.

e 1967 lepislistion atto ad8ed finascial fncentived to encr.rice rectgesirstisn by
puvtartealng that Gn the poying of state aid ta tavly cteatrd dintefcre, they vete rot te
teceive lesh soney than they would hove tecelved if they hod rot recraanized, Ald te
Schoot disttlcts for ballding asdistante has 1lss “een petadl{sbed an an Incenti e fezt te.
Efective July 1, 1968 a1 school diatricts wore to muintain instroction In ctodes 1012
frelasien eRCEopt with the appreval of the state Xoird, In tweate vears Ohie hss decreared
Les worder of seheot dlstticts by ever I peteent,
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Chlshona had 2,712 school distrsers fa 19D, Of these districty 1,933 cpetated
ele-entatry sehools only. In 1940 the legfslature parred o lav providing that Lerritory
corprising #11 ot part of a school dintrict may Te ganened to «n adlacert diptrict cr to
ot rore swh Sistricts, The 1aw also ptovided that » dfnttict net safnlafning a school
within the distriet for two consecwtive yeats prior to July I, 194 or hed 2 legal average
daily attendante of less than thiriecn childraa vas dinsolved snd panexed to 8 dlstrict
ot dlatricts maintalning transpertatfion within the sten, 1he ta~e vould hold tote fot
districes teathing that status after July 1, 1949, An snnexed distelct win 10 sdfure
18 Fell ahore of o1l legal tonded indertedness of the district to vhich they wece
snnexed. 1o 1931 this rection was srerded to state thst the legs! sinking fund (ndedted-
ters of the nnexed district woutd Bo & charge agplnst the territory comptioing such
divteiets, ond that the enisting bonded indedtedness of (he anwening distelet would pot
apply to the anntxed dfattict for o period of not tess than thted yrars. Detween 1HY and
1980 the nevter of didtticts wan redocad In the state by alonst 1 400,

A state boatd tegetution {n 1964 Liultnd Righ school accrefitatica ta srhovls having
an ADA of 55 dtwdents for 1% 196788 gchoel year, Ele-entary schesis were to have on
ABR of 30 for prades 1+t op MO ADA Eraden 1+ A otder to Mo actredited. By Septenter
of 1958, ohie had 705 schoel ddatricte, 2ot of vhich operate saly sn elemeatsry school,

45,
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tn 1957 the Cregon lepialetute pasand Irgislazion that Brough about 1He dirsslution
of 252 moncoperating school districts by leginlative edtct. 1n 180 thete were 1,363 schoot
diseelets 1,110 of which opetaced only elerentsty sehoels, The 1951 and the 199 legis‘a.
tive sesslons of the Oreeon Lopislatuse seefousty tomdderes the stes of sehool dleizice
rectganieation, but cther thas appreptinting mooey for an vatensive stoldy of Oeegen elen
entity snd secondsry education, Tittla elfeccive fepltlatdon war enpcted, Movtier, the
3tody d44 alert Otepn Pubtic (o the need for ma)or tecrpanisation of the state's schoc!
dinteiet,

The 193 legislature enacted the Schocl District Recrganization Act, This legistatien
required that the school Roards In each tovaty 2tert 2 Porevber Rectpanitation Comitiee Lo
tlede the seheol dintrict crganiention wlihin fer Coenty ond L& prepate and devtloy plars
Fot the forwing o sdeqeate schocd 4istriets sithin each toumty.  the plan Finslly sdogted
Yy the Committen wald sent to the S5tate Poasd of Cdotation Ter approval. The State Boutd
Belere sppteving any plan wis suthorized fo < ondott ¢ POR1EE haatirg on the Plan. I (he
Stote doard approved & #las, §t w33 retutred t0 the Comftter that Wad prepzted 1t and the
plan was 1hen sebmitted to the veters of the preposed disteitt for theit oppreval or tejece
tion. The Act a~ended In 1938, 1961, and In 196, a~d sUELE 60 epetactn:. Ba L9€2, the
Counte Comn’ttecs were dloselved and 1hefr tesponaiditity for prepaitirg a~d altisting
athoel teorpanitation pland withis & county wes delepated to the County fntetwedinte Tducs-
tisn District Dosrd.

vadet ptovisfons ot the Recrpmnigation act of 1987, 201 schoel diatficts bave Deen
dissclend tatwear 1937 and the prevent time, srd 9% npy adadnistrati,e school dintricte
hree Netn forsed. En 033{tios, duting ahis seme perind of tive, 226 school disteicts have
teen dirgolved By volwntaiy corpolidstion froctdures. hs of Jane ¥, 1969, Drepgon hae
356 nehast dletticte,
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Fenntylvanla had 2,340 school districts In the stata in 1948, Of these, 1,824 opernted
only eleventaty schools., Neorpanfzatlion activity was stimalated {n large part by legislas
tion enacted 1n 1947 requiting county boatrds of school directors to prepare tounty-wifa
tecrganfaation plans.

Ta 1 YepisTation ptovided the basic feandatlon for the reorgantzation of schacls.
Keorganiestion ptocedures vere tleatly defined 8nd Included provislons for the mandatory
eantolidation of ungraded, ore roon schools. Sofpierental payrerts vere made 3 featuta
of thio leglelatlon £ 1951 by extending $500 per teaching walt suitiplled by the standasd
teisbursement fraction for Joint alementsry of seeondary schools operaied by flstricts end,
$800 per teaching wnte moltipllad by the standard relnbutserent fraction for enloa end
werged petsol districts, The sunber of school districts s tha state had decteased to
1,02 In 195F, The 1939 leginlatura Uncressed the dopplenents] payrent featuren. The bonus
s1d fastutes of the 1949 legiolation were redeftned to encourage the formation of larger
sehoel districls (Flrst €lass A or Second tlasa),

Ta 196) legiotatlon vas peovided for consolldating and organining to previde for votas
tional-techalenl edocation. 1t set forth a flnanclal celnbursemeat for every casldant pupil
errelied in en srea-vocstlonal pehool o8 well 29 other cotaporied providing s1d for curelcalva

Isprovevent and school dallding conta. By the fall of 1968 the nwwber of school dlatricts had
been fecreased to 498 of vhilch opecate wntfled dlsteicts,
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In 1904 the atate legislature in Phode Island sbolished over 300 school diatricts &
estabifshed 3% dlstricts vhose boundaries were coterninous with citles and tovns, A 1V3)
lew had goarsnteed 1o refuction of state ald because of censolidation and evarded eath
tonn 3100 anowally for each departrent of the consaiffated sehoel, 1n 1960 the lepislature
replaled the state afd peatantess, the Prrelusive consolidation Povers snd the supetintens
Cent’s salaty telrbatsenent provisions,

the 1933 khode taland 1egiflature nuper|vposed perefesive legiolatfon to create
regional sehool districts to opetste sehools, 1In 1958 this legislation was expanded wpon
and atlowved for teglonal &istricts to opetate 20 & sehool dlatvict and as an fnterrediaty
wnit, Secondly, 1t resoved spptoval requite~ents of the regloral Jintaicts feom the peneral
asteably ond advTaocy teguirerents from the depsttmint of education. Ta 1960, 1962, and
and 1967 Incentlt & #idy heve Seen added Lo eacovtege the creation of teglonal #latricts,
Nosleally they consist of t ¢ state Incteasing fta share of ald by 2% for eseh grede cone
soltdated Tor 11e firat tve years of consalidation; the achosl housing 112 ratio shatt Yo
trcreased by 21 fer ench ETede 30 centralires; and fn the case 2f replonad school divtricts
providing vocationa) training proptars the 9chool housing ald 12218 shall 1o (nctessed by
$% tn sddition to tHe 11 spprojtiated for each gtade s contraliced, whather ot pot this
feglalation hag had o profoend effect 19 hoed to Judge on the Boals of atrtisticd availadle
for there were 39 < chool dlrtricts Un 1948 and fa 1948 th(e nunher (0 tiated at &0,
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The state of South Dakota had 3,409 school distelcte tn 1868, 3,127 of Wich opetated
only elementary sehoold. Ir 1931 teorganization lepisiatTon was enncted petritting fote
sation of tounty eormittees to prepate teorfanitation plens. Sy Septesher, 1984, comefittees
tad deen formed is 18 countles snd tearganivation elettions had Deer, held La thtee countied.
Returen 1951 and 1958 the aunbet of dlstricie had dislnished by caly 2%,

In 195) tte legislature repesied the o148 Dehool divirtet codes. A clasnification
schere for type of Sistrict was entablished And (¢ becare andatory that all detricty (n
the atote be one of 1he four types., Districts wete rernitted to retge, tonsolidace, or
reotgsnize, Betveen 1333 and 1964 the oo-der of dtateicts decresied by glroat 1,000 dut
there weee atitl 2,88 diateicts o the (o1t of 1PEE,  Ea theoe 2,788 d{e.ricte vere ofezate
Srp 1,500 ota-teacdet schools.

A subatantial change fa teglotation secorred En 1967, ALl tervitery or Land aves within
the state ahall becore 8 Patt of an Independen: sehool diatrdct of fardag an sccredited school
seogtam veating the stendarde sdopted B+ £1.0 srate board of edotation 88 or Nfote tule 1,
1970, Cufdelines have Seen ettabiished setting forth eriterls for the type of &latedctn
which ean be tonbined with sthecs, Nialowa ttandards hare been esteblinhed placing renreie
tlond on whleh Slstelcte eon recalve state financlal soppost. By the Fall st 1968 the nunder
of 1chool &ds.ticts (n South Dakots had been redoced to 1204,
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In 1548 South Carolini had 1,680 school districts,
districts had decreased to 521, a reduction of 1,139,
general pravisions for estadlishing school districes that exist

countles or authorizatfon by the county beards,

By the
Tre 1452

fall of 1952 the nauber aof

legislature set up the

in the state taday. rhe
legislat{on provided that alteration of bounlaries or divis{on of school districts withir
a county ¢auld only come akout by an act of the General Assembly relating to on? ar more

The 1952 cade pravides for the assurption

of all assete and ltabil{tles of the two or more districts forming a new district by the
newly formed district on a justly proportionec hases,

Reorganization In the state was encouraged by the enactment [n the saae vear of a 3
sales tax arnd the providing of school distrfcts wlth funds for schoul coanstructian and
ihe sales tax revenues go Into a general fund frov waleh state

school bus transpottatlon.

ald for school districrs {3 drawn.

At thke time of

the enactwent of the sales tux the

Educational Finance Commission was established to handle the bullding and transportation
program with the mandate to laglerent the consolldation of scheol districts so fay as

practical. Since 1952 the number of schoo! districts in the state has dropped fron 521

to 4 1968 total of 105,
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Within the peried of this study there were three legislative acts directed toward the
reorganization of the Tennessee school districts. All three of these acts were in the
form of permi{ssive legislation.

e e

ERTr——.

The idrst was enacted {n 1947. 1t allowed the trarsfer of city, town, or special
achool districts to the county system. Action was to be initiated by efther municipal
officers or by the schcol bcards. Transfer would be allowed upon a referendum of the
L voters favoring such transfer. In 1948 there were 150 school districts, 124 of which
3 operated both elementary and secondary schools. The second act, passed in 1957, permitted
the school systems to form "joint operated' schools by coitract tetween two or rmore existe
. ing systems. By 1960 the number of school districts had fncreased to 15}, The third
legislative effort came gix years Jater (1963). The act provided (or the creaticn of
"unification educational planning cormissions” for the “consolidation of all the public
schopls within & county into & unified school system.” The act detatls the €ormation and
organization of such county commisaions and sets forth a plan for the consolidatfon of the
schools, Consalidation 1s contingent upon the approval of the majority of voters in each
school area affected by the reorganization.

3

By 1968 the number of school dfstricts totsled 151 with 132 of these diatricts operat-
ing both an elementary and secondary achool. WNineteen districts oparated only elementary
schools and 32 one-teacher schools are still {n existence.
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'n 1948 Texas had 2,925 school distrlcts in the state. Over half of rhese districts
operated only elementary schools, The 1937 tegistaturc pa-sed legislation wuthorizing
the anrexationn of eny coninen or independent scheol to any contiguous indeperdent district
In 1943 the legislature clerificd Questions concerning the validity of newly created or
reorganized school dlstricts, By 1950 the number of districes had dropred te 1,38L. Cf
the 1,344 dfstricts elinlnated 1,066 were d stricts tha. had operated only elemenrtary
schiools.

The 1361 legislature provided for {ncertive ald payments to Independent School Dis-
tricts created through consolidation. The incentive aid payment 5 to be used erclusively
to retire exfsting borded imdebtedness or it can be applied to the ccost of constructing
new bullilngs. The new districts were not to contain fewer than 1,000 students. 1In 1963
the act was amended te change the minimum number of students from 1,U00 to 750, The 1965
legislature agaln amended the ace to state that where rewly organired districts are budget
balanced (not eligible for Foundatfon A{d) the smount of {ncent{ve atd payrent shall not

exceed the sur of Foundation Ald for which the several districts in the new district were
eliglrle,

By the fall of 1968 Texas still had 1,247 gchool districts. Nive of these were non-
operating and 1B0 maintained only elementary schools

e - 1 E

b




O

ERIC

PAruntext provided by enic
{

{

40

30

20

UTAH

Constitution
establishes
districe
structure,

UNIFIED

a0 [T 40 a0 []] 40

I

TTies2 1938 198 98

Two catagories of Itah public schooln were eitabl{shed by the state's constitution
and one by statute: county schools, schools in citles of the first class, and schools
{n cities of the second class, articte X, section 6, of the Urah State Const{tut{on
sets the clasaificat{on Eyatem; “In cit{es of the first and second class, the public
&chool system shall pe controlled by the poard of educat{olr of gych cit{es, separate
and apart from the counties In which sald cities are located,” Each county I8 a dig-
trict except wiere more thin one district existed {n a county before 1343, Each ffrst
and second class city boundary is to be one school districe,

1943 legtslation allowed cities to annex county territory., Ths transfer of county
schools {nto city school systems of the first and gecond class could be affected when
this annexation took ploce.  (UsA 53-4.10y,

It appears that no major consolfdatfon or decentralization lavs

1943, 1In 1944 yeah had 40 gchool districes, a figure they have maintefined to this day.

have teen passed gince

53,
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There has been little change in Verment's school district organizational structure
from 1948 when there were 268 school districts to the fall of 1968 when there were 250,
Of the 268 districts in 1948, 183 operated only elementary schcols ard 85 were unified

districes.

In 19538 legislaticn wis passcd establishlng five separate school district class-
{{ications. The state toard of education was directed to combine small schoel districts
{nto supervisinnal unions of approximately f1fty teachers each. 1In 1960 there were still
175 school dIstricts operating only elementary schopls,

The 1966 legislature encouraged the in lusfon of the entirc state into reorgonized
schocl districts encompassing grades K-12, A State Advisory Commission was crganized to
conduct Studies relevant to the reorganfzation of sctool districts and develcp 4 state
plan under which ltocsl districts were given the op-icn of either accepting it in tote,
or else preparing a counter Proposal for a reorgzinlzed school district. This inforrat{on
was requested to be submitted to the Advisory Cormission not later than July 1, 1967,
however, a deferment of not more than six months wag to be given Yo these requesting afe
ditforal time. Of the 250 school districes still existing in 1968 over 180 nperated

aonly elemensary schools,
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The organiration of virglnia school districts was accomplished {n the year 19z2. At
that time the ex{sting school d{st-{cts were enlarged so as to make the Virginia achool
system a county system. Since 1927 school boundarfes have remafned very stable, yfth
adjustment to a few individual dlstricts being the only changes,

: Attentfon has been glven to establishing consolldated schools of sufficlent sire ty
! offer comprehiensive education programs at reasonable per-cap{ta cost. Improved highways
and aid *o local schoo! di{visions {n meeting the cost of pupll transportation have helped

to reduce the number of schools with{n the counties of VIirginlia from 4,055 in 1948 to
1,846 Ln 1958,
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In 1919 legislation wos passed establishing county districts, 1n 1946 countr hoards
of educatlon were given the right to corsolidate two or more schools into one scheol in
Lheir county If in thefr optnion, the welfare of the schools and the best Interest of the
pupils required (t. Im i95! the legialature provided that the state could withhold capftal
outlay allotments frow school districts the state department fe't should consalidate,

In 1968 Ceorgi "nad 193 school districts in the state whereas {n 1944 they had 223.
In brief the patter~ Is the 191% establishuent of county distrlcts along wirh permissive
legislation to allow Indepandent districts to join the county district, The 1956 law
encouraged the county districts to consolidnte thelr local districtx, In 1951 pressure
had been applied to help conselidation by withhaldlng capltal outlay payments to districts
the state department teels should consclidate.

Althcugh little chanpe has come about In terns of the number of school districes,
over 6,000 schools have heen ellminated through consolidation from 1948-66, 7The lepis-
1+ . -~ has resulted in a drastic reduction and elimination of one-teachet schools as
the number wae 1,758 In 1948 with the 1968 total beiny zero.

64
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West Virginia had 450 schivol distrioes in 1243, Ac this time the scate wafntained a
trichotomous division of school districts bisted as mapisterial districts, macisterial sohe
districts and {nderentent disiricets, The 1933 tepislature abolished these three types of
districts in Jegislation desipned to consalidute and unify school districts by counties,
Since that tire the 55 countics in Lhe state have constituted the houndary lines for the
55 school districts,

The biggest change in West Virpginma hie come in terms of the aimber of schion's,  In
1993 there were 4,56 scliools in the 55 distrivts, 2,528 of which were wmoe-teacler scheols,
In 1968 the numher of schools had dropped to 1,490 with the Lotal of vne-teacher schoo's
reduced to 713,
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In 1948 the state of Wiscorsin Lad 6,038 school disericts. l.egislation possed {n

1947 helged to stlnulate reorganization hy appointing county committees o study and
reconmend plans for reorganizatian, A 1949 amendment provided that the coantv comnnlitiees
were to Flle with the State Suparintendent bty fuly L, 1951 comprehensive couniy plans for
the establishzent of adninistracive unlts which would {nclude graded ¥-12 or 1-12. Orders
for reorganlzation issved by county commlittees were wade subjert to referendurn, The major
features of the State Schoo! Fivance Plan were also established in 949 with Provisions
revarding Integrated Ald districts more (avorably than Rasic Ald Jdistricts. fince the
passape of thie ald Progran over sIxty (mion High Schoo' Districts (maintainir, prorfra-s
for on!y grades 9-12) have disappeared. The 1993 legislaturce passed lexlnlation dissalving
&l non-operating districta, These districts vere attached to 8 new schonl district hy
referendum or by en agency school committee, EBetween 1948 and 1958 the tatal number of
districts in the state was veduced from 6,038 to 3,265, In 1958 there were still 42 non-
onerating districts and 2,8i1 operated only elementary schools,

In 1859 the lexinlature stated thar any terrltory which fp nat included ‘n a Jdistrice
which operastes a high scheol on July 1, 1362 shall be attached ta, created into, or cors
solidated with a district operating a high achool, This act was repealed 1n J9t% wlen i:
had conpleted $ts purpose. By the fall of 1968 the number of schonl districts {n Viscansin
had Leen reduced to 438. There were stil] 16 ron-operating disrricts and 81 districts
were maintalning only elerentary schools.
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Tn 1948 the state of Wyoming had 356 schocol districts,
cperzted both elementary and secondary schools. By 1956 the number of school districts
had dropped to 256, The 19537 Schoo! District Reorganfeation Act provided for a broad
reorganization (mainly wlthin counties) to be carried out by u state plenning committee
acting through elected county committees. By tha fal] of 1968 the rumber of school
di{stricts had been reduced to 174. The 1969 legislature rvevised the 1957 reorganiration
legialation. The basic plan of organieation involves putting all of the counties of the
atate into one or mcre unified scheol districts on or before Janusry 20, 1972,

Of these distzicta orly 76
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SUMMARY

This chapter has prescnted 3 graphic display with accorpaning narralive
of how the dfffcrent states have utilized legislation ta encourage school
district reorganfzation. The longlitudinal prefiles have coentained informa-
tion on the Lype and total number of schoel districts over the time peried
1948-68. Also presented in the proliles on a chronological bisfs were the
typ s of legislation present in eacli stite during periods of rvenrganizatlion,
activitys A brief explonation of the legislative feitures was given in he
descriptive narrative as well as what was happening in recard to schocel
district reorganization at the times the lerislation was cnacted,

Tnis chapter was designed Lo identify not only the stites that have
accomplished a hipgh percentige reduction in number of school districts,
but also the type of reorganization activity that has tuken place. 1In
addition, it has provided an cpportunity for the reader to associale reor-
ganization activity with certain types of legislative programs.

in those statcs where county units werc not established previous te 194¢,
there were certain timespons between 1948-68 where there was fore school dis-
trict reerganization taking place than otheis. This chapter nas demonstrated
that the following factors were typical of what one may {ind duiing these
period of fncrcased activity: state, regtonal, county, or local plinning
committees authorfzed by state tegislatures to play a major rele in encoirag-
ing school district reorganization; studies or master plans being devcloped
by public or private agencies recormending an appropriate organizational
structure for local districts; the removral of restrictive voting and petitio
ing procedures for acting on reorganfzation; and legislatlion setting up the
machinery for effecting reorganization supplemcated by incentive afd features
of efther a special or foundation nature.

A review of the profiles has shown that some stats hove utilized manda-
tory legistation providing for the dissolution of non-orcrating and ungraded,
one room schools as a measure for effecting school district reorgznfration,
Some states have gene a step farther .ad have successfully utftized mandatory
legislation with financtal fncentives to stimulate a more general type of
schonl distreict rcorganieation,

Orc other important thing that is evident from reading this chapter which
will also be erthasfzed In Chapter IV and V1 of this volume, s that enly
occasionally is it a single legislative provisfon or feature that Is present
during tines of {ncreased reorganiration activity. As ore can ree, the decrease
in aumber of school districts has generally been the result of a combination of
factors or 4 total legislative package that has often beea developed over a
perfod of years with each feature contributing something to the reorganization
process. It I also evident from the profiles that similar pleces of leglisla~
tion or financial features do not have the same {™pact {n one state that they
may have In another.

What foliows in this volume is designed to add breadtl and depth to the
question of school district reorganization and the full mesning of the leg-
Islation susmarized in this chpater and discussed 10 more detall in Chapter 11,
Part 1. After a review of the relevant literatutre, the ispact on reotganization
of tegislation and finance features will bde more thoroughly anatyzed in selected
states.
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CHAPT R I11

REVIEW OF SFLECTED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

The historical profiles do indeed indicale that within the last 20 years
there has been great activity In the states to reduce the nunker of scheol
districts., Clearly, one of the acconplishments has been the -“Irtual eiimina-
tion of the one-room, one~teacher school house from the Acericanm scenc. All
of this has resulted in fewer and larger school districts, This chapter
examines the Fiterature related to the general topic of schiool disttict reeor-
ganization. This report of seieccted literature and resecarch ls certainly not
exhaustive. Howvever, a representative variety of investigations, research
findings, and supportel opinfons are included.

RELATIONSHIT BETWEEN SCHOGL DISTRICT SIZE AND
EDUCAT EDNAL QUALLTY

Reports of »osecarch pertaining to the relaticnship between the size of
school districts and the quality of the educational experience are i{n great
R abundance and many criterfa are used as guides. ‘These criteria have been
i organized in thrce general sectfions: pupll achievement studies, studies of
intervening variables (sometires referred to as process or situational vari-
abled and lastly, authorftative opinion.

PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES

: Considerable research has focused on the relationship between pupil

: achiesement and school district sfze. Since the age of the leatner sec-s
to be a function of the relationship between pupil achicrement and scheol
district slze, the conclusions of rescarch studies are summarized sccording
to elementary, middle, and secondary schools.,

Pupil Achievement and the Size of Elementaty Schools

Possibly the most significant research concerning cducational qualf:l y
factors in relation to reorganfiration and sire has been & longitudinal study
by Kreitlow of the Unfversity of Wisconsin., This study. now in its tventieth
year, has compared two groups of pupils--those uttending school {n reorgatrizcsd
districts and those in non-reorganized districts--on & pumder of output varis
ables. In 1949 and 1952, the first graders In five recrpanized and five non-
teorganized communities becare part of a sample which Is still producing data.
The progess of these twe groups has been measured and analyzed as they have
woved through school and out {nto the world of work. The sare students have
been foliowed throughout the study, thus the sample was reduced from 700 in
gtade 1 to 3C) in grade 12 because of migration out of the comunities. How-
ever, this rigtld control of all of the conditions except the size of the school
made (it possible for the fnvestigator to study the effecl of but one variable
on pupil achievenent.

Freitlow's conclustons are consistent with thote of others who have
investigated this toplc. The diiferences I{n achleverent that developed In

61.
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grades 1-6 showed an advantage in the reorganized districts. These findings
led Krefitlow to conclude:

One can place crnslderable confidence in the

differences rey 2sented here and these data

firmly establish that by the tiuve these young-

sters have been in a reorganfzed school system

sfx years, they have academically outperformed

the control group being taught in tradftional

non-reorganized school conmunities.,

Patlen2 continued some of the I[nvestigatioans which were inftiatced earlier
by Xreitlow. All students were tested at the grade one level and arain at the
sixth and ninth grade level. Students wete tested for significant difference
between mean scores on total achlevement at the respeclive grade levels. Major
conclusions concerning grade one f{ndicate that school district reorganization
had little cffect uvpon academic achievement. However, al sixth irade level,
school district reorganiration seems to have a positive effect upon academic
achievement. Students In a school district reorgantzed for a longer period
do signiffcantiy better than those In a Jistrict reorganized for a short
period of ti{me. This suggests an upward moving of achievenent pattern In the
reorganized system. At ninth grade school district rearganfzatton was also
found to have had a positive effect upon academic achieverent. Also, students
in school having been reorganfzed for a long time did sipniflcaatly better in
evaluations than d'd students In newly reorganized schools.

School Size and Pupll Achievesent in Middle Schools

An early and {mportant study relative to the 1elationsthip btetwgen school
size and educatlfonal output was conducted in 1949 by Dr. Hieronymus™ of the
State University of lowa. Seventy-one thousand pupils in grades &, 7, and 8
were tested. The correlation between school sfze and pupil achievement was
generally positive and consistent throughout this study. On the [itst four
tests, differences favoring the larger schools were censistent and relatively
large. 1In grade 6 o the reading test, for example, the differences belween
the average performance i{n schools in Class & (90 or more puplls per grade-
city schools) and average vural pupil performance was 70.5 - 61.7 or 8.8
echool months. Almo, average sixth grade performance of the Class 6 schools
on this test (70.%) was higher than the average seventh-grade performance by
rural schools (70.1). The seventh grade readlng average for Clats 6 schools
also exceeded the efghth grade average for rural schools.

The differences In arithmetic were much smaller than thogse in the other
areas, but stiil favored the larger schools. The explanations {or this are
many. In arfthmetic, grade level of achleverent is vather rigldly controlled
by grede placement of concepts and processes. Most arithmetic «kills are
learned in school, in a particular grade, and during a particu‘ar time of
day. Quality of instruction in general is tcss dependent on quality of
teaching snd supplementary materfals, and relatively more dependent upon the
textbook and the execrclses therein. There is also, of course, a tendercy to
devote relatively more time to atithretlc in smrtler schools,

Rieronymus found that the g-satest difference In achievement usually
occurred between schools vith multiple grade teacher load and single grade
load. The date suggested that & teacher for each grade induces higher
achieverent fn dastc skills,

s P,



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

63.

lHigh School Sfze and Quality of Cducational Dutput.

In discussing the relationship between achicevenent and school size, it
should be noted that specific examples of vutstanding achievement--clther by
small or large schools--do nat {n themselves constitute valid evidence on
this question. CGood judgement can te {nlerred perhaps only from repeated
observations on a relatively large representative sample of schools of vary-
ivg sizes., Dr. Leonard §, Feldtd, University of lowa, applicd the widely
used Towa Tests of Educational Development achicverent tests to high school
ttudents in 1956 and compared results and fourd "overwheloning' evidence thaw
in lowa sraduates of small schools, on the average, achieved significantly
below the graduates of larger schools. "he Feldt study is an {mportant one
with exceplional statistical Lreatment,

Feldt found that {n every major arca the average achicvement ol ninth
grade students In the largest schools was consistently hivher than that of
students in the smallest schools.  Pupils in the moderate slzed schools
made aver.age scores consistently beleow those of the larpest and above those
of the smallest systems., But these differences cannat be deemed a function
of the high school prograr.  Sface the fowa Tests of tducation Meveloprent
were administered in the fall, the {rpact of high school instructien hid not
yet rovealed tisell, 1lesc differences are, in all likelihood, the rezult
of differences in the quality aof the elementary instructfon which the pupils
have rece.wwved, Since differences tn high schoel enrellrent are closely re-
lated to differences in elerentary school enrollrment, the discrepancy In
average scores I8 ro doubt related to organizational characteristics of the
lower grades,

Hovever, Feldi's statistics show the averages for frade 12 have the sa-e
trend as thosc for grade 9-~highest acnicverent fn the largest schools, lowest
achfevement in the smaliest schools, But what Is rore important, in cach
area the discrepancy tetwecn achieverent §n larpge scheols and achieverent in
small schools has increased between grades 9 and 12, In overy area, attendance
at a small school has resulted in a cumilative handicap which is clearly evi-
dent by the time the pupil begins his senfor year.

Ancther way the differences in achievement may be brought out is by
comparing the typical senior class fn a larce school to all the sentor clasces
in small schools within the state. The typlcal senlor clags in a taige schout
is, by definition, an average onex-{t exceeds 50 percent of senfor classes
within the #ire category. VYet when this average large class s comparcd Lo
tenfor classes in small schools, it seems distinctly superfor. 1t ranks
above 71 percent of the small school classes in sovial studics and b7 percent
of smatl school classes (n science. In the composite of all arcas the average
of seniars fn a typical large school surpasses ithe average of senicrs in 72
percent of (11 small schools, Such a difference {8 clearly an frportant and
reaningful one,

1t §s probadly significant that a marked rise In average school perfore
mance within the state cofncided closely with the ocntet of the recrganization
movement among lowa high scheolds.  Prior to 1956 average performance of Tows
high school siudents had remained telatively stadle (or A number of vearas.
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In the perfod from 1948 Lo 1855, careful annual examination of test data
revealed no appreciable shift (n average student achfevement. Beginning in
1956, however, and continuing every year since that date, average test per-
formance in lowa has consistently risen. What is more, this rife has cccurred
during a period of increasing enrollment in the Fall Testing Erogram. Enroll-
pent fncrezses, by thameelves, often result in lower avernge achievement,
since newer particip.unts more oiten tome from the economically less favored
than from more favored districts.

Many investfgzators have examired the zelationship between scnool dis-
trict sfze and punil achievement ir A number of stater. Interest in this
subject was intense shortly after World War 1f. Sowe of tle early studier
have been contlnued and are still producing: hosever, there are fewer recent
broadbased funvestigations on this sublect. While this lecs of interest may
be attritated to a number of factors, the harmony of conclugicons .aay have
convinced potential researchers that further f{nvestigations would produce
little nevw knowledge on the sudbject.

The principal conclusions of the cited reseavcn follows;

1. There 15 a consSlstent increase in average achieverent in the basic
saflls with size of school. Achievement in the larger clty schoo's
averaged nearly a year above that §nm rural 2nd village schools in
the reading, vocabular, work-study, and lanpuaze skills., Differ-
ences in the arithretic skills favored larger schools, but were
less pronounced, Differences favering larger schocls vere fournd
consistently at all levels of abilliry.

2. Consistently latge differences in average achievenent were found
in favor of schools employing a teacher for each grad- over those
in which a teacher {s responsible for more than one grade.

k]

Students fn a school district having been reorganized for a long
time do significantly better on achievement tests than do students
in newly reorganiszed districts.

4. The advantages of larger schools seem to bo cumulative. The diffe
erences {n performance betveen pupils in large And emall schools
incresse a3 the puplle' progress toward the upper grades,

5, Pupfls with all levels of abitity scem to learn more in larget

fchunls than thelir counterparts in small schools.

6. The products of muiti-grade schools (more thsn ene secg(on per
grade) osut perform the pupils in single-grade schools.

0f course, there are some limitations to te recognired to most of all of
the cited studies. First, the measurer of output were liaited to pupll per-
formance on standarfized schievement tests. These Lests cannct measure all of
the important things that are taught or learred within a school. A second,
0 A pethaps more serious limltation, s the failure of all of the researchers
exce, .t Patten to control for some Important ocut-of-school varisbles shich
have 41 effect on pupil achievement. For enample, pupil schievreent Is related
to sotlo-ecohomic class and a hest of other nonesthool varlabtles., The observed
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difference in pupil cchievement between large and small scheols could le
related {n part at least to higher concentrations of low-income farilics
fu rural areas where small schoo!s re typically located,

STUDIES OF INTERVENING (FROCESS QR STIUATIONALIVARIABLLS

one of the f{aportant sfluational vartables in the laryer school) dis-
teict in contrast to the smaller ore 18 the prociam scope. Norton® studied
frogtams In a large, representative sampling of Yorth Central schools in
telation to school size., Usirg NCA Evaluative Criteria, Worton obtained
a .4J covrelation tetween duta and program of studies. This interpretation
shows that size of school wus related to the quality of the cducational
program provided by the schooi. He states that larger rchools were accos-
panfed by a higher qualicy cducaticenal progrom, erpecially as reflected in
progtam of studies which lie defines brocdly as organlzation, curriculum
developrent procedures, subject offerings, and general outcomes.

More pecifically, Amhprson’ explored situational lactors and other
vatiables relating to the availab{lity and quality of vocational cducation
programs in various sfzed hith tchool., A 50 perceat sanple of 1,705 schoo!
adatnistzitors in Colorado, Idaho., Montani, North Dakota, Nevada, Oregon,
Seuth Naketa, Utah, Washingten and Wyoming were asked to fdentify considera-
tions beliceved to be most imporiant indicators of vocaticonal educatien out-
cores. Although 34 poercent of all hich school students were feound to be
taking, ¢t to have taken & vocational educatlon course, small schools cited
uabalanced or inadequate programs as of greatest concern,

J. Alan Thomass in an extensfve study in Michigan indicated a close
relationship between school district organiration zrd educational programs.
The Michigan study found that in general, the very small districts are
limited in the vatiety of programs and scrvlces they are atle to provide.
In cazes where prozranss and scrvices have to be offercd at a suboptional
level, the small districts tend 0 Incur high unit coste. The fact that
they offer only a limited ranpe of servires results In a total cost per
student which 1% often as high or higher than that fn larger districts.

Clarence E. Acktey 9, speaking at a symposium conducted by the Filinceton
Tax Institute, deplored not only the existence of saall and inadequate schoot
districts but also criticired the type of recorganization activity that was
taking place. 1In efight states, 552 reorganired districts had been established
since 1940; but 78 of thesc districts had fewcer than 300 puplls each; 125
had between 300 and 500 pupilc 2ach; 150 had between 900 and 1,600 puplls
each; and only 81 of these so-called reorganized districts had as many as
1,600 pupils cach. Reorganization of this type perpetuates school districts
too small to operate & good program of educatfon. The prevalence of Illegfcal
organization of school districts had created:

1. Unnecessary duplicatfon of Ffacilities,
2. Existence of token rather than adequate facflftlies-»

expeclally [n shops and laborateries, libraries, gyn-
nasionm-avditoriums, and cafeterfas.

;;..s 73
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3. Excessive per pupil costs:
a. in administratlon .
L, dn school plant mafutenance
c¢. In teacher-pupll ratics
d. i edutation scrvices, health, recreation, ele.

4. Inability ta provide a suitahlce variety ol sobjects,
courses, services, and actaivities,

10
Chisholm and Cushman  say that:

"As the size of the schooi beceoeres larper, up to certain
linits, the quality of fts clucational progcam gencrally
hecomes moere satisfactory and *he per capita cost of ils
cducatlonal prugram gencrally declings,,.School districy
reorganization generilly may be expected to result in:

the same cducatfonal program at a lover cost; and Inproved
cducational program at the same costly ovr mere taverabie
conditions under which major improvements fn the educa-
ticnal program may be mude as additionar poney for schools
is made avallahle,"

i1
Buniger reported achfevement of tollege freshmen comlug from differenl
sized schools, The nurber of courses offercd in high schonls was positively
related to achiev ment in cellege.

a9

thrlJ‘ in studying 113 school districts in Orcgon, cither intensively
i person, or through usc of a major survey {astiument, found that smald
school dfetricts made little usz of state department of education scrvices
and also that the point of Improvement most often felt needed was fn library
materfale, Thus, in small Jdistricts the educaticnal programs were static
and limited by this isolation from experts and with {nadcquate infotmation
avallable.

Carlsorln3 found in & state of Washington study that the educational and
vocatfonal plans of students in large high schools vere much rote wpecific
than those of thelr counterparts in saall high schocls. In the large high
tchoole both boys and girls had A greater expectatlon Lo continue farmal
training. For one thing, in the large high schools guidance counsclors
vere availadle, whereas administrators attc-pted tv perform this gervice in
small high schools., Carlson {dentified {our characteristic weaknesses of
small high schools., $Small high schools have only a narrow, lirited acaderic
ot college prepatatory program, There is a linited program of educational
and vocational guidance. Teachers have multiple assighmenis vequiting many
different preparations, and sometimes §n ateas whete Lhey have had no traine
ing. Lastly, the extracurricular program has an overemphislze In athletlcs,
toretioes the only outlet for students.

On this last point of extracutcicular activities, algtudy vas dore in
Southetn 11linoss countiex in 27 high schools by Goller. This wvar an
extensive one covering physical, soclal, and ¢lud activities az well as
arts and crafts, ousic, dramatics and nature studies, 1t vas found that
schoo) aire does influence pupil interest tn these schools. the large
schools generated greater {ntecest in golf, tennis, play reading, puppetuy

Y 4
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and astronomy. Greater intcrest En wedium schools was for bhadminton, f{cld
heckey, soceer, specchall, sewing, and woodwork, Small size schools scomed
to have more interest in baskethall, softball, and band. However, the sizc
of the scheol also has an fnfluence on the avaflability of the activities,

N.i\l'5 studied 200 public high schools freom districts in all 795 countics
in Arkansas and found that conrollsents ranged from 15 to 2,200 students with
a redban size of 129, He concluded that the relationship of enrnllnent size
to 12 varjables applicd in the study gave evidence that there s a swinfmum
enrollewnt stz of school districts expect to oporate with a reasonabile
eflfcicney. One exarple, was the pupii-teacher ratio,.  According to studies
and autheritices, a pupil-teachor ratio range of 20/1 to 28/1 is mest desirable.
In stuedying this vardable, assuuing the 1atda §s acceptahle, Hall Found that
ar enrollment sfze of from 450 to 1,000 xtudests was necded to ohtain such
ratio ranpe in Arkansas, Another variable, teacher presaration,was studied,
A minimom of 280 studonts were cnralted sben the lagarithm corve indicated
there were 33 percent Haster's degrees avaftabile, a1l 's repressfon equation
shows that if a third of the faculty were to have Mastler's deprees in Arkansas,
an expected enrollrent of 430 students in a hivh scheol would be necdod,

Still asather Hall variabhle on staff characteristics sugpests that
arbitrarily assuming average experience al a faculty renber of eight years
or more to be desirahle, an entolliment sfze range of from 260 to 490 hich
school students is nceded. A [inal ele-unt to be mentioned here is the
suggestfon that the most faverahle corellment size ronge for the two variables,
centollment sire and professionzl experience of principals, is Trom 500 to
1.200 students. This posttive correlation was found significant at the .01
fevel wien subjected to the test,

To sum up these {indings, Johns and Hurphegﬁ cenc lude;

“Few, if any, small school districts can be justified
under any conditions,. Cencrally speaking, small schools
tend to be both expensive and unsatisfactory, Relatively
smakt high scheols are «ven more cxpensive and probably
less satislactory Lhan smatl clermentary scheoelds, The
small nuxber of perlls per teacher vsually found in such
schools s the greatest single facter contributing to high
costs, but the Vimitcd range of offerings possible tends
to Iimit the adequary of educational cpportunity,”

A tecent study wred the tetal population of 181 Colorade school dise
tricts, thus xvoiding the criticises leveled at sanfllng which prevents
or distorts generalirlng, In this study by Hocker! Rose and Atkire, in
answering 1be question:

What were the relattonships, if any, between
educallional performance measure and selected
meagutes of organieational characteristics,
(pupil sire, vealth, lotation, expenditurcey,
foand In and avong the 181 Colorade school
districts during the most recent times?

J I
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Yeasurc ent data already collected and centratly lociated were used, i.c,
published reports and ragnelic tape files from the Colorade State Departeent
of Education, ©On the measnre of pupil enrollpent, Colorado's 181 districts
vange from less Lhan 15 to over 96,000 puplls., Aboul 34 percunt of the
school districts orroll less than three percent of the pupils and about 16
percent emoll over 79 percent of the pupils. by using vorious data, the
school districts were cutegorized inte foar wroups amd then cerpared on

five veasures: (1) pupl! envolirent, (2) assessed valuation per pupil,

(%) expenditure per pupil, 24) state ald per pupil, and (3) superintendent
salary, AMso, cogater technelogy peraftted the profiling of the 181

school districts on the 21 selected fpput, process, and output measures.
These profiles were stored on microfil~.  This sysiem could be continued

and made mere useful as comparisons could be made on reasures of sirmilarity
such as size, lecation, cte,  The aaswer to the question posed, ™Were there
any telatlonships Fetween district pupil enrollment and educatfivonal per-
formance in and avony Colorado school districts?" wis given a qualified
response. To the extent that the Lducatienal Poerformance ilrndex measured the
refative overall performance levels of districts there was a positive reta-
tionship, but not statistically significant, Tt was Jinally ¢ phasized that;
"The continued use of an expanded measurement and prefiling program ke
recomcended 1l hetter baste systens' Input and output neasuvrccents can be
recorded for the poputation of scheol districts in Celorado”.

AUTWORTIATIVE OPINION

I8
pack In the 1930's Ceorge Strayer recognized the reed for reorganization
and vy ged reform:

In most of the states there {8 need for the reorvanfzation of
toctl ad~intstrative arcas. The menbers of the profession are
aware of the need for the consolidation of the thoutands of
locak areas tn which ineffective schools are mafntatned at a
cost altogether out of proportion te the service rendered,

+ + » The obligatien to be net 18 that of muking provision

for seee willions of children whose educaticonal epportunities
wait upon the accorplileshrent of this reform,

19

Fitzvater has pointed vut that the problen of school district reore
ganization has bheen complitated by rural migration and fncreasing urbanfzas
tion., In rovieving .5, Rurcau of the Consus statistfcs he Tound that seven
ocut of ten Americans live In extropollt.n areas<scentral citles of 50,000
or wore together with thelr contigucns suburban atens, Since 1950, metro-
politan arecas bave accounted for neacly 85 percent of the mation's total
population growth wvhile population on the fatems has docreaced from 23
ail1{on in 1950 to about 12 million {n 1965, He malntaing that the vassive
population shifts along with school district reorganizatian has rusulted
in an fncreasing concentration of the total pablic school enrollment tn
fewer and fover local school districts,

Haxilton and kovm{o after an extensive reviev of the |iterature,
indicate that greater a:ademic achieverent Is more likely to take place
in the latger andfor recrganized schools, They supgest that many admine
{strators and teachets, as represented by nationzl, state, and tocal
asscclatfons; and layren, as represented by natiosal and state school
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board associations, support the general principle of reorganization with a
belfef that 1t will yleld greater cducational opportunities for all youth,
The support of these groups, coupled with what they feel is remackable con-
sistency with which Lhe differences in test results favor consolidated
schools, strengthens the cause of reorganirition.

A recent compilation of rescarch by Stephens and SpOISZl further
supports this viewpeint and contends that larger schoels are rated more
favorahly than smaller cnes when comp:risons are made relating to pupil
achfevcrent, educational costs, breadth of educational pregram, extra-
currfcular activitfes, professional staff qualificattons, special services,
and school plant.

Purdy22 reports a speech made by Francis E. Griffin to the Ancrican
Association of School Administrators in 1968 where he empliatically sta.ed
that school district reorganization really nakes a difference. Criffin
cited the following benefits from district rcorganization In the state
of XNew York:

1. 1t has helped elirinate the obsolete by hastening the el{mina~
tion of expendable features of yesterday's educatfonal organiza-
tion such as the one-teacher school.

2, It has perritted the replacement of obsolete and unsafe school
buildings by those reetfng present-day standards.

3, 1t has eliminated duplication and has permitted 5 new brendth
and deplh in critkcal high schoel areas of in.tructlien,

4. 1t has pernitted the introduction of sound business and admin-
fstrative practice,

. 1t has equalired the educational and financlal burden.

6. It has trought te play human tescurces not available under an
antiquated syster,

7. 1t has brought new dirensions to tay control and haz pernltted
the development of ttue leadershiv on the part of boards of
edvcation and advisory groups,

8. 1t has pade possidble an Gmmediate gain to the Individual pupil,

*a greatly expanded defiaftion of fndividual need.

=2 concern for the opportunities for all children, whether
it be for the physitally handicapped, the slow learnmer, or
the honors pupil.

*a paying of attentlon to pupll interests, whethee they are

tovatd the performing arts, technology, a service vocation,
or admfasfon to <ollege.
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In 1962 the American Association of School Adm!niatratorsz3 publ ished
a report that the school district reorganization process shows clearly the
trend toward the developmeat of larger school adminfstrative units in terms
of both geographic area and pepulation. Many Jistricts which wvere reor-
ganized in the past are now belng invalved in further recrgantzatfon. Therte
fs also a distii .t tendency toward the involverent of cities and suburban
areas in reorganization. Also, the process by which school districts combine
into new districts is no longer a rural phenomenon as in many places city
school syatems are joining with areas outside of municipal boundarfes.
Still another f{mportant aspect of school district reorganfzaticn {s the
{ntermed{ te unit, so-called because it functions between the basic schaol
districts and the state department of education. The need for more of this
kind of structure may arisc because a majority of school districts are mot
large enough to afford many of the educational services needed and reor- '
ganization at the local level only cannot produce an organizational framevork
within which all operatfonal furnctions can best be performed.

Kany state commissions or special study groups and professional organ-
fzations have cited reasons for reorganiration and also provide’ criteria
or guidelines for goals to be achieved by sich an action. Ralph Purdy,
Director of the Great Plains School District Organtzation Project, giv 5
15 relevant factors which contribute to the process of recrganiration.

The Citirens Research Council of Michigan”’ found the following criteria
for the sire of a school district:

L, A district should be large encugh to offer a comprehensive
program.

2, A district should be lsrge encugh to permit the reslirzation
of econotnics of scale and optirmum efficiency.

). pistrict boutdaries should be 30 drawvn a3 to minimite dis-
patities in taxable property evsluation per pupil,

&. A diatrict should be large enough to attract and hold qualified
teachers.

The State Legislative Research Council of South Dakouz6 developed
guldelines for school districts, but one of the most coaprehensive 1istings
for teor;nnltaklog,vnl presented by the Missourl School District Reorganina-
tion Coomisalon, They stated that the major purpose of school distrlet
reotganization is to establish the framevork which will provide a qualley
education program, and, as far as possible, an equal opportunity for every
child In the state to recelve an education geared to his adility, interests,
and need.
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LECISLATIVE STRATEGILS

Since most resevarch studies and the opinions of professtonal groups,
state commissions, and cducational authoritier all seew to agree on the
necessity for reerganization, the methods to ascomplish such reorganization
need to be examined. Inismuch as the state has the respensibility for the
organization of the educational effert, the methods of reorganivatien availe
able are dependcnt upon slate legislatlion. Constructive leglelition has
been a key factor in securing sound and adequate schocl adrinistrative units.

CLASSIFICATION OF LEGISLATION

Redistricting legislation may th% three forms: permissive, mandatery,
or semifermissive., Arthur 1., Sumrcers © {n his study of cffective legisla-
tion for school district recrganization Jdefined these three types:

1. Permissive legislation provides the procedure for rmerging
districts by leaving all of the inftiative to te taken and
conpleted by the voters at the local level.

2. Mandatury legislation establishes 4 statewide pattern of
school districts by legislative decrce without referring
the action to the voters for approval.

}. Senipermissive legislation {=x mandatory in part by regulring
that essential prelisminary steps be taken in planning and
presenting a proposed pattern of reorganized districts to the
voters but actuilly leaves final approval or rejection of a
proposed rcorganization ta a vote of the people in the area
affected.

Fermissive

Permissive legislation penerally does not require any .:proval frem a
county or state level. Such legistation is often entirely voluntary and
at the discretion of the local school dlstricts. Usually no overall plane
ning for an adequate district is required. Initlal procedures usually begin
at the locat level by action on the part of local school boards ot by petit-
fons signed by a specified aurber or percent of the electers in the lotal
atea. The process &@ usually completed by a final approval or tejection by
the votets. Summers Teports Lhat with this type of legislation the following
difficulties seem to exist:

1. Usually there is no overall plansing for adequate redfse
tricting.

2, voluntary verging of districts may rer~11 in dfsregarding
the right of all childten to teside in good school dise
tricts. Yhe wealthy districts merge, leaving the less
weaithy to opetate schools,

). Permissi-e legislation that has been developed by any of
the states for metging districts conmpletely distepatds any
statevide planning for a pattern of adegquirte school disteicts,

71,
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4, Experience shows that the consolidation of large numbers
) of school districts by permissive legislation is a slow
and long drawn-out procets and satisfactory results have
not becu achieved.

" Mandatory

The Commission on School District Reorganizatlogiieports that mandatory
legislation {s usually 2 quick procedure for achleving reorganization. It
saves time offort and moncy. Districts can begin to function irredliately.
The commission points out the claim by some people that mandatory reorganiza-
tica of school districts is not democratic hecause people do not have an
opportunity to vote directly on reorganization plans., On the other hand,
they rcport that oths rs maintain that reorganization by divect legislarive
action is cntirely in accord with well-established principles of democratic
governrent., The peorle have elected members of the state legislatures, and
the operation of free public schools i{s the function of the state} therefore,
the state legislature {s {n a strategic position to organize and reorganize
school districts. Such a procedure represents the people of a state acting
through the legislative assembly they have choosen,

©31
Summers ~ defined two types of mandatory legislatio. and listed common
features of each.

1. Common Features of District Mandatory Legislation.

a
b

Dates by which new districts were to be established.
The establishmen. of new districts to conform to the
county as a county unit or modified county unit.
c, The election or appointment of school board members

for new districts,
d. The assumption of assets and liabilities including
bonded indebtedness of the former districts,
Laws for transportation were revised to apply to new
districts.
f. State aid laws were revised to assist new districts, and
in some to provide incentives for developing and operating
schools.

[

2, Common Fentures of Indirect Mandatory Legislation.

a, The creation of a state agency usually separate from the
state educational agency but with some cooperative liaison
with the state educational agency,

b, Authorization of the state agercy to adopt standards and
promulgate rules for the reorganization process.

c. Directions to the county agencles to study school districts,

hold hearings and submit proposed distiicts to the state

agencies for approval.

Author{zation of the state agency to withhold state funds

if and until the county agency complies with directions in

subritting proposals to conforum to approved standards.

The exact procedure for ordering the new districts estab-

lished and the nffective date new districts were to begin

operation.

[=%
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Semipermissive
Semipr rmissive legislation for school district reorgacrizaticn is a4 type

of legis.iation that contains some mandatory features a@% some Feraissive
features for the adoption of school districts. Summers presents these three
major provisions for semipermissive legislation:

L. Provisions for establishing at the ..tate level a state
agency or place with an existing state educational agency,
- such as a state board of education or state department of
education, responsibility for assisting, counseling, re-
viewlng, and approving or disapproving reorganization
plans prepared by county agencles at a county level,

2, Provisions for creating at the county level a county
agency, usually a county board of education, and auther-
i{zing it with certain mandatory powers and duties to
prepare and present district reorganizatior plans, hold
hearings, and call elections for the approval of plans
by the voters.

3. Provisions permitting the voters within the affected areas
to ratify or reject the proposed plan of district reorgan-
ization,

The Cemmission rn School District Reorganizatior?%as taken the position
that legislation which delegates authority to a state agency and county
agency to establish reorganized districts and that requires these agencies
to act in good faith is genmerally considered to be the most desirable, C(o-
operation between state and county agercies over a period of time give
opportunity for taking into account many factors at the local level that
are i{mportant in forming good community school districts which cannot poss-
ibly be given full consideration in a given legislative act. Thea Commission
feels that ideally legislation should have enough permissiveness in {t to
give full consideration to the unique factors at the local level and enough
requirements to insure that necessary steps toward reorganization are taken
in good faith. When there have been enough requirements {n the laws to get
careful and considerate oction under way and to sustain it, these laws have
worked and good local school districts have often been formed. When the
legislation is tipped too heavily on the permissive side, nothing has been
done and the principle of local control {s serfously weakened.

FINANCTAL 1INCENTIVES FGR REORGANIZATION

Besides actual legislation directing or allowing reorganization, the
state legislature may apply the age-old carrot-and-stick method to prod
for school district reorganization., Two groups have encouraged this k’?;
of action, The National Committee for the Supgﬂft of the Public Schools
and the Citizens Research Council of Michigan 7 as well, of course, as
many others.

The Commission on School District Reorganization 36reports that aspects
of school finance most intimately affecting school district reorganization
include state funds for the support of general operaticn, funds earmarked
for special purposes or activities, grants for capital outlay and debt
service, funds for the payment of tuition, and aid in pupil transportation.

5,81
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The funds for general pyrpose are of two kinds, flat grant and equalization.
Special purpose funds may be apportioned as flat grants or equalizing grants,
Aids for capital outlay, transportation, and tuftion may be on the basis of
flat grant or equalization. For the most part, the Cotwntssion reports,
equalization grants have usually more to do with reorganizatien than do

flat grants. Such is the case unless the flat grants are large cnough to
pay all, or substantfally all, the cost of the specified educatioral program.

37
The importance of equalfzaticon grants is echoed by Chishelm and Cushman.

Thus the first requirement for stimulating school
district reorganization through school finance is

an adequate level of equalization support with full
correction for sparsi{ty of populaticn. The equal-
ization program should contain adequate allowances
for transportation and capital outlays so that pupils
can be transported and rchoused without an unreason-
able local tax burden for these services. Since
territory most in need of reorganization frequently
tends to have wide variations in taxpaying ability,
« « o« attaining a reasonable local tax rdate is
impossible unless this prerequisite is met.

3
Burke, in his text on school finance supports the sare tvpe of reasoning:

The first requisite for stimulating structural
reorganization is an adequate level of equalization
support with full correction for sparsity of popula-
tion. The equalfzation program should contain adequate
allowances for transportation and capital outlays so
that pupils can be transported and rehoused without an
unreasonable tax burden for these. Because territory
most tn need of reorganization tends to have less tax-
paying ability than urban centers, attaining a reason-
able local tax rate in impossible unless the prereguisite
is met. The experience of New York and Washington dem-
onstrates this. Wien the foundation program becomes
inadequate due to a bigher price level, reorgantzation
slumps.

9
Johns and Motphet3 indicate that if district reorganization is to be
encouraged rather than handicapped by financial provisions, the following
considerations saem essential:

1, The cost of the fouudation program should be determined on an
adequate and realistic basis and the local effort should be
equitadble and reasonable.

N

Provision should be made in the foundation program for in-
cluding all reasonable and defensible costs of the educa-
tional program, fncluding capital outlay, so that local

tax effort does not have to be {ncreased beyond the uniform
minimum requirement when districts are reorganized. If the
people ia aay area choose to maintain an inadequate district,
they should be expected to make a higher levy to meet the
extra cost of maintafning such a district,
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Besides an adequate level of equaltzagﬁ?n support, there are other fin-
ancial "carrots" for reorganizatfon. Reed = investigated various aspects of
school finance programs which seemed to have an Impact on reorganfzation,

Ris study dealt with six components of school finance: general ald, equa! -
tzation aid, capital outlay costs, payment for pupil transportation, pays *
of tuttion for non-resident pupils, and the distribution of the assets a: .’
liebilities of former districts. Six states in which there were statewide
programi at various stages of development served as the basis for the study
(I1linois, lowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, and Washington). The following
summarizes various financial provisions in the six states.

1. As the inabilfey of local districts to raise sufficient funds
for public education became increasingly apparent, state support
gradually evolved; the development of these programs shows the
influence of three different theories of distribution--general
aid, payment for effort, and equalizatfon aid.

2, Programs of state support were found to either retard or
encourage the school district reorganization movement consider-
ably. The effect of a state support program seems to depend
more on the methods for distributing the funds than on the total
amount of revenue derived from state sources.

3. The number of financial factors that encourage or retard
reorganization appears to bz just as {mportant in determining
the progress of & reorganization program as the extent to which
the program of state support encourages or retards the movement.
It would seem that a minimum of four financial factors must en-
courage reorganization if the comprehensive reorganization pro-
gram is to be successful,

4. The developmental patterns of school finance programs showed
that a number of the enacted statutes gave small districts an
economie advantage over larger districts; however, there was a
noticeable trend to enact statutes designed to encourage reor-
ganization as the amount of state support was increased,

5, It is significant to note that the states made important
changes in their school finance programs simultaneously or
immedfately following the passage of theilr comprehensive reor-
ganization laws, Many of these changes tended to give a greater
degree of encouragement to the reorganization movement.

6. Distribution of state funds to all districts on a common
basis, such as average daily attendance of weighted pupil, with-
out enforcement of attendance standards seems to give only a
slight encouragement to reorganizatfon, although the degree of
encouragement increases with the amount of the distribution.

The degree of encouragement {s vonsiderably greater, however,
when minimum attendance standards are used in determining
eligibility for state funds.

83
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7. The distribution of state funds as equalization aid theo-
retically appears to encourage reorganization by reducing the
inequality of burden among the districts; In practice, however,
duc to the low level of equalization and the methods for dis-
tributing the funds, this state support tends to retard reor-
ganization when 1- is made available only to the small weak
districts, Some encouragement to reorganization results from
a small amount of equalization aid if the distribution is
contingent upon minimum attendance standards and if lower
qualifying tax rates are required in the districts with approved
organizations,

8, State support for approved transportation is an important
factor in encouraging reorganization, The degree of encourage-
ment seems to depend upon the level of reimbursement and the
methods used for the computation of transportation costs.

9. When the payment of mon-resident tuition, computed on the
full per capita cost, is the responsibility of each non-high
school district, reorganization apparently is retarded to a
lesser extent, Payment for part or all of the costs of tuition
by the state or payment of a fixed amount by the non-high

school district generally gives the non-high school territory

an incentive to remain outsfde a district which maintains twelve
grades.

10, State support for capital outlay appears to be one of the
most potential factors in encouraging reorganization, whereas
lack of state support for capital outlay {s one of the chief
retarding influences., For maximum enccuragement the payment
of capital outlay probably should be limited to approved dis-
tricts and should be distributed on the basis cf need.

11, A plan for the disposition of the assets and liabilities
of all districts by the committee or group which proposes the
new district tends to encourage reorganization to a greater
extent than do other plans under which a standard formula is
applied to all reorganized districts, A plan for the dis-
position that {s flexible enough to meet the unique problems
of the districts involved in a reorgani.ation seems to have
some merit,

Other studies pinpoint incentives that have facilitated reorganization.
King 4l4n his Kansas study reported an interesting phenomenon. Five of the
15 tactors rated by superintendeirtts and cormmitteemen in Kansas counties as
most =2xtensive in fazélitattng fnfluence were financial factors. Also, Jarvis,
Gentry, and Stephens’ = report three particular types of financial incentives
offered by states which have been found to be effective:

The first consists of increased allocation of state funds for
school transportation, which helps to remove a major chstacle
to reorganization. The second is that of permitting reorganized
districts to levy a tax rate that is lower than normally required
for obtaining equalization grants. This fncentive offers par-
ticular encouragement to those districts which would otherwise

ad
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look unfavorably upon a merger with poorer districts, Finally,
there is the incentive of providing tunds for capital outlay
and/or debt service., Again, this especially encourages wealthier
school districts, since they will not be saddled with an increase
i{n bonded indebtedness by having to finance construction of aew
buildings irmedfately upon merger with financially inadequate
districts,

£
A study of the 48 state school systems by Chase and Morphe?3 disclosed
a number of financial factors which have had a bearing on school district
reorganization. The financial provisions listed most frequently as facilit-
ating reorganization were:

1, state aid for transportation assists districts sufficlently
to encourage reorganization--19 states,

2. State laws guarantee sufficient funds to enable the veor-
ganized district to maintain at least an established minimum
school program--13 states.

3. Reorganized districts receive more favorahle treatment in
distribution of state funds than those that do not reor-
ganize--9 states.

4, Small schools or small districts are penalized {inancially
if they continue to operate--9 states,

5. State aid for new school buildings encourages reorganization--
¢ states,

Chlsholm#b in a report in 1961 to the Fourth National School Finance
Conference recommended ways in which the finance program of a state could
encourage proper recrganization of school districts,

Distribute state funds to local school districts im such a

| way as to equalize the burdea of school support throughout
the state, facilitate desirable school building construction,
keep the cost of essential pupil transportation from being
a noticeable burden to properly organized districts, avoid
payment of state funds for nonresident pupils, avoid all
flat grants to school districts or arrange such grants so
that they neither encourage poorly organized districts nor
penalize properly organized districts, eliminate any arti-
ficial cutting on local tax raising power, and void the
classification of districts for the purpose of state support
except as it encourages desirable redistricting.

A New Jersey committee “5suggested other specifi{c measures that could
be incorporated into finance programs designed to encourage school district
reorganization;

1. The current expense aid program could include a state

guaranteed financial base related to the educational
criteria to support a quality level educational program.

: 8o
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2, A reorganized district should qualify for placement at the
highest guaranteed financial base for a period of three years
and then be evaluated for placement at the appropriate level
for state aid for current expense.

s i A IR T

3. A special fund should be available to fully finance innova-
tive and promising programs in urban-suburban cooperation.
45
New York State Educational Conference Board studying public school fin-
ance problems, concluded that certain policies and provisions in the state
: have hindered proper rcorganization. They prescnted a "Seven-Point" program
: for legislative consideration that has imptications and applications for any

state desiring to encourage better school district organizaticn through their
finance program,

1. The state should institute and report from time to ¢ime
studies or returns for money spent on the public school
system.

! 2, State plans for eliminating or strengthening inefficient
operating units and attaining satisfactory local taxing
units for schools should be updated.

w
.

Existing machinery or procedures for district reorganiza-
tion should be revised upon the basis of careful studies
of past experience and progress.

&~

All gstate school finance laws should be integrated with
plans and procedures for district reorganization; and

laws which discourage essential reorganization should be
repealed.

5

The state should define by law the size at which a district
is large enough for decentralization and outline the pro-
cedure for orderly decentralization.

6. Existing machinery and procedures for cooperation among oper-
ating unite and for performance of functions which individual

school districts do not choose to or cannot perform should be
improved.

7. The state should reassess the relationships of local school
government to other local governments with the objective of
increasing coordinaticn and cooperation.

DETERRENTS TO SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATICON

The research studies and the authoritative opinions so far examined
have centered on the positive aspects of school district reorganization--
the assumption that it is wanted, as well as needed, and the "carrots"
dangled to move local districts to change and put it ig;o effect, However,
there are a number of deterrents to such change. King'’/ sought both to
identify factors which had affected reorganization progress and to determine
the relative influence of each factor. His results suggest that reorganiza-

tion of school districts is an obstinate problem even under the most favorable
conditfions.

O

ERIC

T | v - 86

.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Scheol district reorganization is a highly complex process, the operation
of which may be quite unpredictable which makes classification of factors
influencing the reorganization process almost impossible., KXing saiil:

Whether factors are impeding or facilitating in the reor-
ganization process may be dependent upon the setting and
the pecple fnvolved. Factors which exerted both extensive
and intensive influence in some Kansas counties were of
only minor influence In other counties. Many instances
were discovered where the same factors impeded in some
counties or communities and facilitated in others.

In a szgdy sponsored by the National Educativn Association, Dawson
and Reeves gave the following eight reasons for resistance to school
district reorganization:

1. Grants of state aid to nenisolated one-teacher schools on a
school unit basis rather than on the basis of average datly
attendance have encouraged the continued operation of very small,
inefticient schools and school districts,

2, Levies for high school tuitfion purposes in districts not
supporting high schools hive removed one of the basic nends
for reorganization, Frequently tuition charges have not
taken into consideration the initial costs of new buildings,
and pedple from the tultion districts have enjoyed an
economic advantage in not consolidating with units supporting
high schoels.

3. Superimpesing high echool districts upor a number of
smaller alementary districts has retarded the development
of units of administration which support well integrated
12-grade educational programs. Such high school districts
develop vested interasts through special privileges and a
sense of prestige on the part of school board members and
high schoel principals, teachers, and superintendents which
lead them to oppose a reorganization program which combines
elementary and secondary schools in a single unit.

4. Reliance on the property tax as the chief source of financial
support for schools has discouraged the reorganization of school
districts in localities where there 1s a constderable difference
between the assessed valuation of taxable property behind each
child of school age in different parts of the area to be reor-
ganized. This has been a particularly serious obstacle in the
midwest where wealth in village centers has been much less than
in the surrcunding farm areas.

5. Reorganization programs have been greatly retarded by general
prevalence of the idea that the boundaries of attendance areas
and adminfstrative units must be coterminous,

6. Failure to establish definite time limits within which action
must be taken by responsible officials in regard to initiating
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programs of reorganization or bringing proposals for the
establishment of new school districts before the public for
: proper consideration has had a delaying effect,

7. Provisions for counting the votes on approval or rejection
of proposals for new districts by individual districts rather
than for the area at large have frequently operated to prevent
reorganization.

8. Requirements that proposals for reorganization be brought
before the public for general consideration only by petition
of the majority of the voters have often been an insuperable
obstacle.

Leaders in the field of public schoel administration scemed to share
many of the previous findings. Grieder, Pierce, and Rosenstengel presented
their views Ly stating that local interest seemed to savor of the emotional
more than of the rational, These authors condensed their ideas on reasons
for resistance to reorganization in seven items as follows:

1. The grip of tradition respecting local districts is excced-
ingly strong. The attlitude that '"what was good enough for
my father is good enough for me" persists in many persons.
This is particularly strong in the one-room and village
schools,

B amades o S

2, In many small districts, school board members seem to be
unwilling to surrender the only public cffice to which they
have ever teen or ever hope to be elected. Some superin~
tendents of schools, it is sad to say, feel the same way
about their position, nor appreciating that large-scale
reorganization creates more and better administrative
positions as arcas lacking competent administrative and
supervisory leadevship are brought together in larger
units.

3., Much misunderstanding exists about the distincrion between
administrative districts and attendance centers. The old
term ‘‘consolidation," seldom used now except in the news-
papers, is often confused with district reorganization--
this point is the source of more misunderstanding and
objection than any other single topic. Much of this comes
from the sad experience during the '20s. Less was known
then aboutl the formation of sound districts, and the term
consolidat fon" was Interpreted as meaning that all pupils

! had to be brought to one central schoolhouse. Parents

fear that hardship will be worked on their children because ;

of long bus routes, and there is some justification for this !
fear where poor standards have been adopted.

O
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4, A very important cause of resistance in rural areas 1is the
prospect of higher tax rates in small, low-tax, usually
substandard districts which are to be incorporated into
reorganized districts. Tie protection of the pockethook,
not the small schools or districts, is at the bottom ot
this kind of opposition. School systems offering high
school bargain rates have not helped. The equitable
assessment of farm and urban or town property is of
crucial importance in reorgznizing territory which
fnvolves both,

5. Lacking experience with really good schools, many persons
do not appreciate the educational advantages which larger
districts are able to furmish,

o«

There is a mistaken idea that the rural or small village
school 1s "the last bulwark of demccracy" and that to
preserve it each school must be in the charge of a board
of education. The operation of many small-district boards
{s anything but democratic, as board members will them-
selves admit {f interrogated. They seldom meet because
there s no business to transact; they cannot provide
educational opportunities on a par with well set-up dis-
tricts and hence deny many yocungsters the chance they
should have; they lack competent professional leadership
and administrative service.

7. Other reasons which seem to account for resistance to re-
organization are refusal to face facts, sheer inertia, and
an unwillingness to surrender one iota of local jurisdiction.
When it comes to school district changes, even neighbors
distrust each other., School patrons often demand that every
detail of the operation of a proposed reorganization be set
down in writing.

The g%xecutive-secretary of the Indiana Reorganization Commission, Arthur
Campbell 7%, was quoted by the Indianapolis Star as saying that two factors
that had caused a lot of resistance to recrganization in that state were
communities did not want to lose thefr high school basketball teams by being
merged with other school corporations and township trustees did not want to
tose their power as the result of reorganization,

Domian51 in his statewide study of elementary, secondary, and vocational-
technical education in Minnesota presented a comprehensive discussion of
deterrents to the reorganization process. He pointed out such things as
village rivalries, community pride, the fear of business losses, vested
interests, unf?qual taxes and tax basis among districts, lack of leadership,
and the emotional commitment to tradition can combfne in various ways so as

to preclude local ecceptance of even the soundest reorganization plan. Domian
said;

The financial ¢onditions of local school districts can operate

as a detexrent to the establishment of sound district organiza-
tion. Unequal financial ability often is a hindrance to reor-
ganization. Districts with considerable wealth may oppose mergers

- 89
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with poorer districts for fear of having to assume a larger
share of the educational costs by tne poorer district. FPoor
districts may oppose mergers with weaithier dilstricts because
of the possibili{ty of tax {ncreases resulting from meeting
higher educational standards of the wealthier di{strict. The
bonded indebtedness status of districts is also a deterring
factor to reorganization. Districts with heavy indebtedness

oftentimes reduce the possibilities for reovrganization in an
area,

State fiscal policies have indeed, served to deter recorganization
activity in some States. Wetmore, in a study of school district reorganiza-
tion in Michigan in 1959 ,found that 19 out of 20 schools he studied would
have lost state aid monies if they had been reorganized under the existing
laws, 1In addition, he found that following consolidation the former sending
districts made a greater financial effort than the former receiving districts
to make up the loss of state aid due to reorganization,

53
Blikre found in his study that fears--''fear of local community deter-
rioration, fear of closing the local school, fear of loss of local control
and fear of central control are factors that must be reckoned with and

solved properly before a school district reorganization will be fully
successful ,"

Zimmer and Haw!ey§4 in an analysis of metropolitan area schools and
resistance to reorganfzation pointed out that central cjty residents are
much more likely than those in the suburbs to favor the reorganization of
school districts on an area wide basis. When residents were offered, as
part of the proposal for reorganization, a single district with lower taxes,
the amount of support for change increased substantially in all areas. Most
resistance to change was found fn the higher incowme groups, those with child-
ren in the public schools, and in the large area suburbs. Consistently,
suburban residents, more frequently than those in the city, stated a prefer-
ence for the present district, even with higher taxes, rather than to join
a single district with lower taxes. In cities, most support for change came
from the high income group, whereas jin the suburbs this is the group that
expresses the most opposition. Rather consistently, most opposition to
change was reported by the suburban residents who felt that the ordinary
citizen can do quite a bit about how school funds are spent. 1In the suburbs,
where control by the ordinary citizen appears to be particularly important,
at least traditionatly, residents resist change because they feel that under

the present system the citizens have that control, and they do not want to
risk losing {t.

In a study ofsgactors hindering school district reorganization in
Wyoming, Thibeault”’™, concluded that the county superintendents of schools
were very effective in preventing or discouraging reorganization of schoal
districts in their counties and that the main concern of these people had
been to perpetuate themselves in their jobs. He also found that in many
small communities where the school house was the center of all social activi-
ties the people involved are fearful of losing their meeting place. Weather
and distances were important aspects of rural peoples' resistante to reor-
ganization, He felt that in Wyoming much of the resistance to reorganization
has been psychological fn nature and stems from a lack of adequate information,

80




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

bRk e e e

83,

To counteract these deterrents to school district reorganization besides
all the i{ncent{ves already clted, there are some possible 'sticks" the state
legislatures can apply. Sowme of these nepative devices are low-level equal-
ization programs, dental of sparsity correction, a higher local rate contri-
bution for equalization purposes, budgetary review, and other penalties. Such
a regative approach assumes that fallure to reorganize his been a local
perversity and that denial of educational opportunities wi{!l force the tax-
payers and/or parents to do something about district reorganization.

56
Burke  discussed these principles that have emer.,ed from past experience
with penalties:

Three principles emerge from past experience with penalties.
First, the penalty should be placed upon the local tax rate.
This puts the pressure on the parents and the taxpayers and not
on the children. Second, the full state foundation program
should be made avajlable to a'l children. Very frequently the
local unit is not capable of providing this, but every local
unit should be given the maximum support it is capable of hand-
ling. Where this involves a certain degree of uneconomical
expenditure because of the inefficient size of the operating
unit, the local rate of taxation for suppert of the program
should be increased. The scate is obligated to provide for
sparsity, but not for higher costs than are avoidable. Local
taxpayers should be required to pay for the privilege of mafun-
taining a small operating unit., Third, every state should
create a comnission to make 4 master plan of school district
organization. Each ¢f these districts should be created at
once to provide that part of the foundation program which
cannot be provided economically by the existing small untits
within {ts boundaries. The state funds denied the smaller
units should be allocated at once to the new unit for admin-
istration. Reorganization aid of the kind described above
should be provided to facilitate the absorption of the smaller
units into the larger. Gradually additional functions should
be transferred to the larger unit and eventually all state
funds should be apportioned to the larger unit, Only in this
way can penalties be administered so as not to penalize the
children.

These strategies, then, for legislative action are many and varied.
Morphet, suggesting ways state laws can aid district reorganization
presented these guidelines:

1, Legislation should be kept as simple as possible and should
make it easy for districts to effect desirable reorganization,

2, All state laws should be reviewed to determine their effect
on district reorganization. Those which eacourage the con-
tinuition of {inadequate districts or which retard reorgani-
zatiin should be revised.

91
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All reorganization proposals should be based on careful
studies and planning before being voted upon.

4, The regulatfons of the state board of educatfon should
define basfc criteria or minimum stundards to be used
for gutdance fn planning reorganfzation of districts,

e e o g ke s et g BT TP R

5. The laws should specifically define the responsibility
of the state and local reorganization commissions and of
all groups and persons offfctlally involved in the reor-
ganization program.

6. In all states with a large number of small districts the
law should provide for a state reorganization commission.

~

In states with numerous districts, the taw should also
provide for local conmissions on reorganization.

The organizatfon law and procedures should provide for
the participation of a maximum pumber of people working
cooperatively for effective district reorganization,

9. The law should provide that if some inadequate districts
choose to continue as separate districts beyond a designated
date, the local taxpayers fn those districts would bear the
extra expense involved 1n providing adequate school services
and €acilities for the children of the district,

) The problem of school district reorganization and the question of how

i best to provide equal educatlonal opportunity for all children has also been
of concern to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relatfons.

Among a nunder of proposals mide by the Comnission tn 1969 suggesting ways

to improve intergcvernmental relations on a tocal, state, and national level
through legislation, the number one recommendation was for the state to
assume substantfally all responsibility for financing educatfon. The Com-
mission felt that operating efficlency stands out as the major argument for
continued state effects on school district reorgantection. Because of
practical political limitaticns on the power of state legislators to transfer
funds, only tvo ways remain for states to come to grips with local educational
fincal disparities. They can elther create, via consolidation, ever larget
local districts or attempt to neutralfire local fiscal varfations by pro-
gressively increasing state ald to all local districts in the state.

! The Comission stated that:

tn order to create a financial environment wore ¢onducive
to attainment of equality of educatfonal opportunity and
to remove the massive and groving pressure of the school
tar on owners of local property, the Commtssion recommends
that each state adopt as o bastc objJective of fts long-
range state-local fiscal policy the assumption by the state
of substantlally sll fiscsl reaponsibility for fimancing
local schools with opportunity for financial enrlchoent at
the local level and assutance of retentlion of appropriate
1ocal polity-making authority,

O
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REGIONAL TAXES AND SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION

The organizational structure for the support of schools commonly
includes the federal and stste governments and the local school districts.
However, the support for education has originated, as well, from a unit or
level nf government larger than the local school unit but smaller than the
state. The tax use of regicnal or Intermediate units has had a short history.

EXAMPLES OF EXISTING REGIONAL APPPOACHES

One of the first examples of this regfonal approach was in the use of
county property tax for the support of local school districts. This fs not
to be conlused with county school ugits that operate as the local unit of
school administration. Arvid Burke 9, glves a concise history of this
county fuppork:

In states where the school district, tewn, or munici-
pality §s the basic unit for school government, county
taxes are levied to supplement local property taxes or to
equalfize provisions and tax butdens within counties. This
policy was not folloved in New England or the eastern states,
wvith the exception of N.. Jersey, where an optional county
property school tax was adopted in 1821, 1In the western
states, county taxes of this kind date back to at least 1825
vhen Ohio adopted one. Among the western states that have
at one time derived a sudstantial part of school revenues
(sometimes over 50 percent) from county properly taxes are
Arfrona, Calffornia, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Ohio,
QOregon, Washington, and Wyoning. They also have been used
on Arkansas, lowvs, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska,
North Dakota, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and Wisconsin,
Over half the states have had county property taxes as well
as local property taxes for schools.

From 1925 until about 1930 the percentage of pudblic
school revenues obtained from county property taxes coatinued
to decline, During this period [t dropped from over 10 per-
cent to less than 5 percent,

By 1954, the downward trend in the {mportance of the
county as a source of public school tevenues had been
atrested. The percentage from tsunty sources rose somevhat
between 1948 and 1954,

1n the 19th century New Orleans, Boston, Philadelphia and New York cities
consolidated vith thefr surrounding counties. 1In 1349 Baton Rouge also effected
consclidation., 1In 19§ﬁu Rashville and Davidson Comty received favoradle votes
on a merger. the ACI descrites that serger as follovs:

Then in 1962, a revised charter cteating "The Xetro-
politan Government of Kashville and Davidson County" wes
approved by the voters, receiving the required sepsrate
majorities both in Rashville and in the reasinder of the
county. The charter set up an urban services district
of about 75 square m ‘s gurrounding Nashville, with
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provistons for expansion. Certain functions are
performed and financed only within the urban services
district, including sewage and refuse disposal, street
lighting, and a higher level of police protection than
that prevailing outside. There are two levels of taxa-
tion--one fur all residents of the county, the other
cnly for those who receive urban services. Countywide
services include several that were previously limited
to Nashville, such as parks and recreation, libraries,
and public housing. There is an elected metropolitan
county mayor and a council of 41 members of whom 35 are
elected from single meaxber districts and 6 at large.

After that merger had been in operation for five years, Florence Lewis 61
reported on the first five~year period and what result she felt it had for

education, She described the merger as "the marked beginning of a community
renaissance i{n educatfon, including greater financial support.”

The intermediate unit of school administration has been used also as
the vehicle to provide specialized educational services. This in effect
broadens the base of support for these programe, many of which are relatively
expensive., Examples of this approach are the special education classes on
a county level {n Michigan, vocational schools in three countfes surrounding

the Twin Citles in Minnesota, and the specialized high schools in the New
England statas, !

The regiconal approach for tapping the property tax base is used in some
way in half of the states. The following tabulation compiled from a U,5.0.E.

publication shows the varfety of ways in wvhich this regional approach iy
Lleplemented,

Current Utflizatfon of a Reglonal Property Tax
for the Support of Local School District Expenditures

(Reported by USOE, "Public School Finance Programs, 1968-69,"
Washington, D.C,, 1969)

State Iype of Utlllzatfon |
1. Alabama Through the foundation program both the county ;

and {ndependent tity school systems share {n

the eountyswide property tax which is generaslly
linited to A nills,

2. Arirona Each tounty is required to levy a property tax on
a tountyvide basts sufficient to rafse an amount
vhich, vhen added to the $170 per pupll appra-
priated by the legislatute through the state school

fond shall equal $180 per pudbllc school child in
grades 1+12,

3, California Sufficient revenve must be raised at county levels
to supplement basic aid provided by the state to pay
the tuition and transportation costs of pupils re-
siding In the county but attending school elsevhere.

¢



4. Colorado

5. ldahe

&, Indiana

7. Iova

8. Ransas

9, Michigan

10, Minnesota
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when unification electfons fail, the single-level
districts are subject to area-wide taxatfon by the
county, with a levy of 10 mills for elementary
districts, with the proceeds distributed to the
districts concerned according to the foundation
programs computed by the state.

To participate in the State Public School Fund--
Ninfrum EqQualizatfon Program portion, each county

must raJse a required amount of dollata from a

tax levy for the county public school fund. The

tax rate varies for each county because the required
suppurt {s based on a measure of ability which includes
the amount of personal income as well as the valuation
of assessment of taxable property.

A county levy of 8 mills is authorized for general
school purposes in each county. This tax {s levied
by the county board of cocaissionera without electoral
approvsl and s tequired for all counties.

Specfal laws applicable only in Lake and Dearborn
Counties provide for uniform tax levies on a county-
wide basis. The yield of said levies are collected

by civil counties and redfstributed to school dfee
tricts wichin the countfes, Details of the distri-
butfon plan for Desrbora County are set out fn Chapter
190, of the Acts of 1967, The Lake County plan is
found In Chapter 278, of the 1955 Acts, Burns refer-
ence s 28-1133,

Property taxes pafd in fndividusl school districts are
composed of » uniform property tax spread on the proe
perty of a Basic School Tax Unit {(County school system)
and an additions) property tax of varying amounts spread
upon the property of individusl school disteices,

Each ¢county levies an amsunt equivalent to 10 aills on
its sdjusted valuation. The proceeds of this tax are
distributed to the districts efther in a per resident
pupil share and a per ceztificated teployee basis or
on a per certificated esployee basis for dfstricts
1otated entlrely {n one county.

To support programs for the mentsily snéd physically

handicopped, taxes may be ratsed by special county-

wide election above the 15 aill locel limit. Funds

are collected and expended by the county school dis-
trict for this purpose.

The nevly created vocatfonal school disteicts in the
Metropolitan counties may levy up to four mills for
vocationsl programs. There is a wandatory county
tuftion sand transportation tax for the paymeat of
tultion snd trensportation expense of noaresident

€0
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11, Mississippl

12, ¥Yontana

13. Nebraska

14. Kew Mexico

15, Xorth Dakota

high school students. The tax for tuition and trans-
portation {s levied against all preperty that is not
included fn a district which supports a high school.

Under the new school laws each county, exclusive of

the separate districts {n the county, s required to
make a local ad valorem contribution fn an amount
determined by an index of financial abllity. Regard-
less of how a county is organized, the local ad valoren
contribution for the minimum foundation program is
obtained from a county-wide levy.

An estimated 96 percent of the local district snd county
revenue for public school support is derived from pro-
perty taxes. Of this amount &1 percent {s from local
district taxes and 19 percent {s from taxes levied by
the county. A county tax effort of 24 mills for eiem-
entary schools and 14 mills for high schools {s required
to qualify for state equalization payment under the
State Foundation Program. Counties must also levy taxes
for high school transportation and retirement purposes.

All property which 1s not {n a district offering a high
scheol program is subject to a high school tuition levy,
Taxes on such property are levied, as required, without
l1imit or electoral approval. wWith this exception, a
county s not a taxation unit for scheol support.

By statute, ¢ounty commissforers may levy a general
county schoel tax of up to 10 mills and a special
district tax for schools not in excess of 5 mills,
exciusive of principal and fnterest regquirements.
Proceeds from the general county school tax are dise
tributed among the school districts ta the county
according to the proportion the welghted membezship

of each district bears to the wveighted memdership of
the entire county. Each county aieo levies and collects
a Y-p11l property tax which fs transmitted to the State
Treasurer (Current School! Fund).

Local echool districts provide approximately 65 pere
cent of the county and local district scheol revenue;
countles provide 35 percent. Each county Is required
to establish a county equalisation fund and levy &

21 alll tax in order to participate in the apportion-
went of the State Foundation Progtaa tund, No vote Is
required for the legfslature authorired county tax
levies [cr schools.
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17. Oregon

18, South Carolina

19. South Dakota

20, Tennessee
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As amended in 1955, the Oklahoma Constitution provides
a tax of 4 mills on the atsessed vatuation of all tax-
able property fn the county. Proceeds are apportioned
to the school districts of the county on the basis of
the average daily attendance {ADA) for the preceding
school year.

Taxes levied by {ntermediate districts are determined
under one of two district statutsry procedures, Under
the first, the intermedfate district {s authorized to
levy, subject to the 6 percent constitutional limita-
tion, & tax sufficfent to pay its own operating expenses,
&n ar.unt which {t may set asfde for distressed districts
and 50 percent of operating expenditures of all compenent
school districts, as estimated by formula., Tweaty-five
of tha tntermediate discricts determine their levies in
this manner. Under the second procedure, the authorfized
levy, subject to thn 6 percent limitation, is catermined
by the amount requited for the operating expenses of the
educatfon district plus the levies,as approved by the
fntermedfate district board, of all component school
districts. After cetting aside the appropriation (or
board and staff expences, the revenue i{s distributed
among the school districts in the proportfon that each
approved district levy s to the total of all such
levies. There are four such intermedfate school districts.

Thete are constitutional or statutory provisions for
county taxes but most of the countles hzve local leg-
fslation for county school taxes, Debt service levies
are made in only a few counties. There are no specified
limitations oo the county tax levy either with or with-
out vote of the people,

Approximately 36 percent of the pudblic school revenues
derived from county and local disteict sources ts
obtained f(roa property taxes. Three-fourths is from
local district taxes and one-fourth from county pro-
perty taxes. Counties are required to levy taxes for
a county elementary equalfzation fund and for high
school tuition costs., County offlcials may levy a
property tax of up to 20 mills for the general fund
and the county elementary equalization fund without
electoral approval,

Counties vhich participate In ths State Annual School
Program Fund as equalfring counlies wust have one school
tax for current expense purposes fncluding pupil trans-
portation for grades 1-12. Other countles may have a
sepatste tax for pupll transportation in addition to 2
levy for curtent expense surposes. Levies for debdt
setvice f{or county school purposes are in addition to
the cutrent expense levies in both egqualireing and non-
equalileing countles. County revetue accounts for about
85 percent of the total revenue from county and local
district soutees.
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21. Texas

22, Utah

23, washington

24, Wisconsin

Under certain conditfons, a county-wide property tax
of up to 2.5 mills may be levied for equalization
purposes.

Under the provisisns of the state fourdation program,
all school district~ are required to levy a propert,
tax of 16 mills on the state-equallzed fair value of
the taxable property of the district. This levy is
mandatory on all districts and requires no electoral
or board approval In the separate disvricts. Local
district receipts produced by this 16 mill levy, which
are In excess cf $7,.00 plus the amount allowed for
pupil transportation expenses, are not retained in the
district as local revenue but are collected as a state
tax and used for foundation program support for other
districts.

There is a 1 percent county real estate transfer tax on
the sale of all real estate. These funds are apportioned
to school districts of the county for current operations
on thke basis of average annual enrollment.

Countfies are required to levy a tax sufflcfent te pro-
duce $350 per elementary tescher unit for elementary

and 12-grade districts that have levied at least ) milils
or 5 wills respectively, oa the state equalfzed valuation.

25, Wyoming Counties may levy a tax on the county valuation of
taxable property to produce $400 pir teacher and $330
to $450 per bus driver, but the rate may not exceed
3 maills,

. This tabulation shows that 1L gtates have 8 uniform county levy thst is

distriduted to the schools in the county on a per pupil dbasis. The amounts
vary bdut the principle of taxing property for the support of the local school
district beyond its boundary is pretent fn each state. The states of Indlana,
lowa, Oregon, and Utah have similar structures but they differ (n respects
other than the amount.

In Indiana only two counties do this and they are

! not limlted to property taxes. In lowa the county acts as the collectton
agent to finance forty percent of the spproved operating dbudgets of the local

tchool districts,

This forty percent comes from a combination of income tax

rebates from the state and a uniform county-wide property tax levy. 1In Oregon
the Intermediate Education District is the collection agent for property taxes
under tvo alternative approaches. (Under one approach the 1ED approves the
budgets of the local school districts and then collects fifty percent of the
total amount from a uniform propezty tax levy on the entfre 1ED srea. Under
the second alternative the LED approves the dudgets of the local school dise

tefcts and then

\lects ote hundred percent of the total amcunt froo a
unifere property tas levy on the entire IED area. In both instances the
levirs are subject to the six percent constitational Limitation. Twenty-
five 1ED's use altetnative number one and fcur use alternative number twvo.

In the stste of Utah all school districts are required to levy s property
tag of 16 aills on the stste equalized falr valud of the taxadle property

¢f the districe,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1f this produces more than & certain ambunt the extra i3

A {o




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

9,

remitted to the stnte for the school loundation program. This tabulatfon
fndicates there exist numerous regional approaches to the taxatfon of
property for the support of local schocl districts.

METROPOLITAN AREAS

Prcbably because o. the physical difficulties entwined In solving
rural neads by reglonal units, much more las been written and suggested
for solving metropolitan needs by this method. One of the most recent
studies of this type was of the metropol(zﬁn areas of St., Louis and Kansas
City (Ciifford Booker and Van D. Mueller) € {n which fragmentation was
lamented:

The arbitrary and iilogical subiivision of metro-
politan communities Into numerour gcvernmental units
is one of the major problems confronting metropolitan
areas throughout the United Statei. It not only
fgnores the socio-ecoromic unkty of cities and svburds
but also fragments their tax bases and decentralizes
responsibility for public services.

Among the recommendations of this study was cne advocating the major
taxing authority be vested I{n the regional school $istrict with local tax
leeway not to exceed ten percent of the regional levy.

Further concetn with this fragmen&gt(on 1s descrired by B, Zimmer and A,
Hawley 1n Metropolitan Ares Schools:

Fot the rost part, school cistrict organization is
largely Independent of the boundary lines of other levels
of government. Of the 6,6(4 school systems in metropolitan
areas, the boundaries of only 1,854 (28 percent) were
coterminal with some other local government areas, wheress
the temaining 4,750 (72 percent) were not cotcrminal, 1In
other words, there are nearly 5,000 school systems in the
217 metropolitan areas vhich in one way or another overlap
the jurisdictional boundaries of other units of governments.
Ard since these districts 2re independent unite of govern
pent with taxing pewera, this condition can oaly further
complicate the prodlems resulting froa governmental segmenta-
tion.

Ore of the first and most celebrated metropolitan areas orpanired into
4 federation basis was centered In Toronto, Cansda, Hovever, although an
“umbrella™, or an ates-wide tax was levied to supplement the revenue produced
by existing local school levics, this pethod did not erase the disparities,
wainly because of enrolicent ircreases and shifts In the tax base. The 4

author of weport of the Roya) Coamission or Metgopolitan Yoronto, Goldenberg,
contlvdea that a1l school taxes should de levied on a metropolitan base,

Anotter "godel™ metropolitan sre has been Loulsville, Kentucky. Luvern
L. Cunninghan &% al., in Report on the Merger Issue to the Lostaville Publlc

Schaol Systen uné the Jeffersor VCounty Public School System reccumg T
statutory 1islitation In rate and duration for the Iocl% ex leevay. g
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"We belfeve that the rate shou.d be limited to a
figure which would produce no more than 15 per-
cent of the amount allocated to the local distict
by the metropolitan district and that the life of
the tax voted by local district residents be no
longer than two years, Voters would have an
opportunity every two years to extend a levy for
this purpose.”

F %ther substantiating this viewpoint s a study made by Havighurst and
Levine fn "Emerging Urban Problems and Their Significance for School Dis-
trict Organlzation in the Great Plain States."” They state:

In order tr provide the large sums of additional

money needed to improve educational opportunities

for disadvantaged children, the metropolitan

education sysiem must be viewed as a single source

of revenue for attaining the area-wide quality of

education required in an fndustrial society, and

steps must be taken to wake sure that the resources

of the area as a whole are drawn to vhatever extent

necessary to make education more effective in schools

¢t classrooms which have subsiantial numbers of dis-

advantaged children. As a bare minimum, this perspects

ive suggests that an appreciable percentage of the

funds utilized for public education should be determined

and collecte? by a metropollitan wide education taxing

authorlity,

LY
While the Bundy report for New York Clty seems to propose the opposite

of reglonal organization, still this decenttaliration {s not consldered for
finawcing schools., Therefore, even though this report recommunded the decen-
tralization of the schools fato between 30 and 60 community scheol districts
containing from 12,000 to 40,000 pupils each, the rising of revenue was left
with the centrel education agency.

An excellent study that suggests alternative models for organization
and adefristration of urban school systems was made by John Andes$® one
such centralized model he describes is the Unified Clty-County Model and
it {s characterlzed by being bureaucratic with a large central staff., The
high degree of specialfzation required further increases its bureaucratic
nature, Honever, this Unified City-County model offers many finarcial
advantages. The tax base being spread over the entire metropolitan area
results In becter tax equaliration, thus giving A more uniform level of
educational oppottunities and services. Andes cites & number of such organe
fratisns now existing. For outlining a possible State Model, he uses the
state of Florida (Havail 18 the only sctual state model) because he had the
possible data avafladle. In this model all educationat financing i3 by the
state and federal government,

Stilt another model Andes worked out was suggested by the mayor of a
targe ¢ity vho sald the problex xas "tod many districte-~too many educational
districts, too many health districts, too many recreationsl districts, too
many hospital districts.™ Therelfote, the rationsle for the Coordinated
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Community Services Model {s that an organization including health, educa-
tfonal and welfare services fincreases coordination. The basic idea for this
model fs found in the Model Cities program and in communfity school concepts.
This model ts fiscally independent, able to levy property tax within bounds
specified by the legislature.

The model perhaps most fdertical to this study is the Metropolitan
Education Service Agency for this one is based on the consoltdation of
independent school districts as far as centralized tax collecting and costly
educational services are concerned, but with keeping local participation {n
selecting educaticnal programs. MESA separates the fiscal support from the
operational control. 1In developing pluralistic models, Andes discusses
underlying assumptions of all pluralistic organfzations. He says there are
three areas of fmportance {n the development of a pluralistic model: a
redefinition of the decision-making process; the changing of the judicial
povers to an Independent bgdy; a rearrangement of executive functions.
Morphet, Johns, and Reller ~ propceed a set of assusptions that might guide
in the developmant of pluralistic type school organization:

1. Leadership {1 not confined to those holding status posttions
in the pover echelon.

2, Good human telations ave essentfal to group production and
to meet the needs of {ndividual members of the group.

3. Responsibility ac vell ag power and authority can be shared.

4, Those affected by progras or policy should share in decision-
making with respect to that program or polficy.

5. An Individusl finds security in & dynsmic climate in wvhich
he shares responsibility for decisionemaking.

6. Unity of putpose s secured through consensus and geoup
loyalty.

7. Maxigum production L8 attafned In a threat-free climate.

8. The line and staff organieation should be used exclusively fot
the purpose of dividing labor and ieplementing policies and
programs developed by the tctal group affected.

9. The situatfon and not the position determines the right and

privilege to exercise authority,

10, The tndividasl in the organization s not expendadie.
11, Evaluation is a group responsibility,

Andes develops two nodels based on this different philosophical vievpoint
of school control. One s a federal model fnvolving a direct application of a
political model to school governance., The secotd on s an Egalitarian model,
erphasieing greater pacticipation of lay snd professionsl groups fa the decision-
making process. While admitting that these modils are werely {llustrative
possidilities, Andes reiterates the need of alternatives to the time wora,
buteavcratic, traditional business type corporation model,
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SIMMARY

Clearly, school district reorganizatfon 18 2 process that has been
continuously changing within the last 20 years. The number of school
districts has been reduced dramatfcally as larger school units have been
created. Also, the strategies to achieve this end have been modiffed
as conditions shifted within the states. Moreover, f{n recent years
much of the actfon has centered on the problems of school governance in
metropolitan areas. Convolutfions of regional units and decentralizatfon
plans have been offered as solutions in some cases.

Moves to reorgonize school districts have been resisted in almost
every state. Legislative strategles and local resfstance techufques have
been employed effectively in many {nstances. A description of the accu-
mulated experience in all of the states wculd make a big book but one
without a conclusfon. This {s so because there {s no one best answer to
the problem. Also, school district reorganfration {3 a process und not
a fact in the United States. The process will likely continue for many
decades,
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CHAFTER IV
LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

i Analysis and Findings

Introduction

The redrganization of school districts into more acceptable units of
admin{stration has been and still i{s a problem of considerable {rportance
in a majority of states. Although the need for such reorganization has
been a persistent one and has been recognized generally, little progress
has been made, except in a few areas, under the existing cumbersome methods
for effecting changes, A recent trend has been the enactment of a compre-
hensive law which places resporsibility {or the reorganization of school
districts on both state and local levels, While the enactment of a com-
prehensive measure to replace former procedures may be essential to a
successful program of school district reorganfization, many factors within
the glven state affect the progress of the redistrictini program. Among
these factors, various {tems in the state school aid program are Iimportant
in determining success in redistricting. The findings presented in this
chapter are in response to the study purpose of investigating the relation-
ship of state school aids to local school district organization.

The evaluation of the prevailing financial factors in each of the sample
states as to their effect on school district reorganization is presented in
terms of responses to the following six questions

1. What types of incentive aids are associated with the greatest
amount of school district reorganization? i

2, What factors in the state aid distribution plans retard school
district reorganization?

3. What legal provisions are associated with the greatest amount
of school district reorganization?

4, T what extent has school district reorganization reduced varia~
ticas in tax-paying ability and expenditure per pupil within states?

5. Has schoal district reorganization introduced greater stability
and equity into tax structures?

o

At what level of state support for education does the greatest
amount of school district reorganization take place?

100.
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Additional findings related to intermediate and regional units are
reported in Chapter V. The response to the question "At what support levels
must incentive aids operate in order to yield the greatest amount of reor-
ganization activity?" is discussed in Chapter Six. Since a response to this
question required longitudinal dats not available in the sample states the
exptanatlon will be presented on tl.x basis of potitical implicatfons.

The information presented in this Chapter is organized in four major
sections; a description and explanation of the data base, findings relating
to Questions 1-3, findings related to Question: 4-6, and a summary.

Data Base and Analytical Procedures

) An initial survey of the forty-eight states described as being contiguous
was conducted for the purpose of determining a sample of states that would
reflect different types of legislative and fiscal programs. Conatact people
in each state, designated as experts in the area of school finance and dis-
trict reorganization by their respective state Commissioners of Education,
were utilized to identify pertinent {ssues and i1 gathering preliminary
information. Capitalizing on this information and the research done on
legislation pertaining to school district reorganization ty the project staff,
a summary of legislation was developed for each of the forty-eight states for
the period 1948-1968.

A questiconnaire was developed asking specific questions of all of the
states regarding legislation pertaining to school district reorganization
so uniform informatfon would be available on which to base a sample selection.
This questionnaire and the revised summaries were sent to the various state
contact men for further revisions and corrections, and in the case of the
questionnaire, for completion, The completed qu:stionnaires and corrected
profiles were anralyzed for basic information that could be utilfzed in select-
ing a sample of states for futher study.

The sixteen sample states represented a range of situations wuich could
have an impact on reorganization. The method of securing data in the sample
states centered arcund an interview that was conducted with each of the
contact people in the sample states. After a comprehensive review of all
of the original survey data, a comobination questionnaire/opinionnaire was
developed to serve as an interview format while visiting the sample states.
These interviews produced additional pertinent and relevant data that was
used as the basis for the analysis presented in the report of the findings.

Spectfic steps were followed in utilizing the information coliected

! through the survey questicanaire, interview questionnaire, opinionnaire,
and the legislative profiles that had been written. Tables were devet 1.d
where appropriate to present the data gathered by the queastionpaires, 1 ¢
opinion type of information was utilized to help galn a better undet.: '.d-
ing as to what the real impact of certafn legislation and finance pr.:aws
was in the mind of the state centact persod. Using U.S. Office of Eduvation
publications on school statistics and school finance, information provided
by the state contact people through the questionnaires and interviews, the
legislative summaries, and chronclogical data developed on financial features,
a longitudinal profile was developed for each of the sample states for the
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years 1948-68, These longitudinal profiles contain informztion on the per-
centage reduction in number of school districts over the period 1948-68
along with information on legislatfon and financial features pertaining to
school district reorganization. The profile was not developad to establish
a "cause and effect" relationship between the legislative variables and
reduction of school districts, but rather to graphically display the leg-
islation and finance features that were present in the various states during
times of reorganization activity.

pata for dcvelopment of criterion and predictor variables were obtained
from state department of education reports. The primary source of data was
the annual financial reports for the respective sample states. However, in
most cases additional Information was obtained by requesting specific supple-
mental reports. During the interview visits to each state department of
education,questions were resolved regarding interpretation of information in
published reports. 1In those sample states where information pertinent to the
study was not available iIn printed reports follow-up visits were completed for
the purpose of gathering data from local school district financial reports
filed in the department of education. The basic data were compiled in a
standard format and state profiles prepared. A complete listing of the resul-

tant descriptive statistics is included in Tables 1-40 in Appendix E of this
report.

Treatment of basic data was accomplished through use of computer facili-
ties and procedures available at the University of Minnesota and the College
of St., Thomas in St. Paul.. The CDC 160-A and 6600 computers and UMST 500 and
Program Regram processing techniques were supplemented with several trans-
itional Fortran programs to facilitate the computations associated with
regression analysis.

Findings ~ Questions 1-3

Question 1 -~ WHAT TYPES OF INCENTIVE AIDS ARE ASSOCIATED WITH THE
GREATEST AMOUNT OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION?

Question 2 - WHAT FACTORS IN TRE STATE AID DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM
RETARD SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION?

Question 3 - WHAT LEGAL PROVISIONS ARE ASSOCIATED WITH THE GREATEST
AMOUNT OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION?

The findings for these questions were developed in narrative forms by
incorporating alt three of them into a single mode of inquiry., Instzad of
eliminating the information that shows basic differences in how legislation
and finance features encourage or discourage reorganization, an attempt has
been made to Integrate the information so meaningful comparisons can be made.
The analysis includes specific reference to professional and personnel regula-
tions; building aid und bonded indebtedness; speclal fiscal programs; foundation
aild programs; federal legislation and court decistons; and basic legislation.
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1, Professional and Personnel Regulations

There are three basic areas of concern within this category: retirement,
certification, and tenure,

In regard to retirement, it was reborted in ten states that all of the
newly employed school teachers in the state were covered by the same program.
Nine out of the ten 'Yes'" respondents indicated that this factor had no
effect on school district reorganization in their state. Only one, Colorado,
indicated that this situation might be thought of as encouraging reorganiza-
tion by ¢liminating just one more problem that nceded to be worked out in
effecting a merger., In six states it was reported that all newly employed
school teachers in the state were not covered by the same retirement law.

In each of these instances, the exceptions to the state wide retirement
program were the largest metropolitan units in the state. (i.e. California -
Los Angcles, San Franciscu, Colorado - Denver, Iowa - Des Moines, Sioux City,
Cedar Rapids, Michigan - Detroft, Minnesota - Duluth, Minneapolis, St. Paul,
Oregon - Portland, Wisconsin - Milwaukee), In response to the question as

to whether or not this situation had any effect on school district reorganiza-
tion, all six state responses were 'No Effect'. It is Interesting to speculate
on vhat response might have been received if the respondents having separate
retirement programs in their states, had been asked what effect they thought
their state's retirement laws would have on reorganization of school districts
involving these larger metropolitan areas, As reorganization of school dis-
tricts i{s generally considered a rural phenomenon, it {s conceivable that
littl2 consideration was given tc how the difference in retirement laws might
affect a reorganization of an urban and suburban metropolitan area, For
example: both Los Angeles and San Francisco city school district retirement
programs allow no credit for any service outside of their respective school
districts. What complications does this present for consolidation with a
neighboring school district? Another example would be a situation such as
exists in Minnesota where there has been a larger dollar amount invested for

‘each teacher in the Minneapolis schocl district retirement program than that

invested for each teacher in the suburban areas in the state retirement program.
In terms of a metropolitan reorganization involving Minneapolis and one of its
nefghboring school districts, how would this discrepancy be accounted for?

It is possible that problems such as these could exist that would hinder
reorganization activity and were not considered by the respondents.

In only three of the sample states was it indicated that state tenure
lzws were not the same for all districts in the state and {n each iustance,
the respondent indicated that this fact had "No Effect” on reorganization,
I Minnesota state-wide tenure exists, but provisions applicable to the
first-class cities, Duluth, Minneapolis, and St, Paul, differ from those
that apply to other areas in the state. (e.g. In these first class cities
tenure is granted after three probationary years and rea-employment for a
{ourth year, while in areas outside the first class cities, tenure is granted
after a two year probationary period for the first two consecutive years of
a teacher's first teaching experience in a single district; thereafter only
one year probation is required in another school district). In Oregon, tenure
provisions are not state-wide in scope. Tenure statutes only apply in dis-
tricts with average daily membership exceeding 4,500, in districts where
tenure was In effect on August 24, 1965, and in any district following
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the date on which it is merged into or consolidated with a tenure distrlict.
In Wisconsin, the third state responding in the negative, tenure previsions
are limited to the county and city of Milwaukee, and the state teachers
colleges. Nontenure areas are governed by a state-wide continuing contract
law of the Spring notification type which require by April 1 written notice
of renewal or non-renewal of contract for the next school year.

The responses indicate two-states having no tenure laws whatsoever;
Mississippi and New Hampshire. New Hampshire does have a fair dismissal
law setting up a guaranteed procedure for terminating a teacher's contract.

In eleven of the sixteen states it was reported that there was a uniform
tenure or continuing contract law present. Eight of the eleven affirmative
responses also indicated that the existence of a state-wide tenure law had
"No Effect” on reorganization. The other three affirmative responses,
(Colorado, Indiana, Pennsylvania) indicated that the uniform tenure law
actually encouraged reorganization. The reason given for encouraging school
district reorganization was that,the law protected the tenure of teachers
from component districts forming the reorganized district,

All sixtcen states presently have uniform teacher certification laws.
In two of the states, Colorado and Iowa, it was felt that this was a factor
that encouraged school district reorganization. The other fourtcen responses
indicated that this factor had "io Effect”". Minnesota, in which uniforn
certification just recently became a reality, has a regulation eliminating
teaching permits on less thdn a college degree. According to the Minnesota
respondent, a 1969 law abolishing life certificates will encourage the dis-
appearance of one-room schools and that prior certification laws have had
little or no impact on school district reorganization.

2. Building Aid-Bonded Indebtedness

ERIC
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For every sample state there was reporied a provision where the bonded
indebtedness of a former district may be assumed by the newly formed dis-
trict. These provisions take many variations in form and are reported to
have a different type of impact depending on the content of the provision.

The responses from five states indicated that the bonded indebtedness feature
encouraged school district reorganization. Only two responses indicated that
the feature discouraged reorganization while seven states have a bonded indebt-
edness feature judged as having '"No Effect". One state, Michigan, has a pro-
vision that has been judged to both encourage and discourage reorganization.

The Michigan provision has both encouraged and discouraged reorganization
depending on the circumstances of the individual case. The respondent indicated
that sometimes the law confuses the issue. Basically the law has three com-
ponents: (1) If any district becomes part of a consolidated district and has
a bonded indebtedness at the time of consolidation, the identity of such a
district shall not be lost by virtue of such consolidation and its territory
shall remain as an assessing unit for purpose of such bonded indebtedness until
such indebtedness has been retired on the outstanding bonds refunded by the
consolidated district; (2) Any %time after three yecars following the consolida-
tion the consolidated district may assuwe the bonded indebtedness of an original
district, spreading the tax levy for retirement uniformly over the entire con-
solidated district. An election is needed before this is done; and (3) The
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indebtedness feature also provides for petition requesting a simultaneous
election on (a) consolidation, (b) i{ncrease in constitutional debt limits,
and (c) assumption of outstanding bonded indebtedness. The consolidation
fails, even though cnough votes were cast to pass it, if propositions (b)
and {c) do not also pass.

An analysis of the provisicas in the two states where the bonded indebted-
ness feature discourages reorganization, Minnesota and Mississippi, shows that
the mandatory assumption of debt by the newly formed district of all of the
former component districts has resulted in a reluctance on the part of dis-
tricts with less debt to share tha burden of districts with greater debt,
especially if there 1s a large debt involved,

An analysis of those five states where it was reported that the bonded
indebtedness feature encouraged school district reorganization shows that
each of these states has a feature encouraging reorganization that {s diff-
erent from the others. Colorado has a provision providing for voluntary
assumption of bonded indebtedness by the newly created district which appears
to be similar in some ways to Michigan law, At the time of the reorganization
election the county planning committee can place on the same ballot the ques-
tion of assuming the existing bonded debt of the component districts, The
issue does not have to be presented in this manner. The reorganization cowm-
mittee has the option of leaving the assumption of outstanding debt off the
ballot, If the reorganization is effected, the area of the old district
must pay off its Iindebtedness by taxes levied by the newly elected - school
board. The new board, by a majority vote, can place the matter of debt
assumption before the voters at any later regular biennial school election
held for the purpose of electing school directors for the district., A major-
ity of the persons voting on the proposed issue for the assumption of the
bonded tndebtedness cause it to be passed.

The state of Maine has a provision (Title 20, Chapter 9) whereby two
municipalities reorganizing into one school district become eligible for
state assistance on debt retirement. This assistance, which ranges from
18% - 66% depending on the district's tax base, can be received on debt
incurred on all buildings censtructed since 1957. 1In no place was it
reported that the state was willing to completely assume the outstanding
debt of the reorganizing districts, It {s submitted that a provision of
this nature would greatly stimutate reorganization activity,

New Hampshire has a bonded indebtedness feature encouraging the forma-
tion of cooperative districts as described in the section on basic legislation
(N.H.5. 195:6), The cooperative school district assumes those outstanding
debts and obligations of the local school district which pertain to the property
acquired by the cooperative school district for use by the cooperative district.
The cooperative district also assumes all assets and property of the local dis-
tricts.

Pennsylvania changed its provision for the assumption of bonded indebted-
ness during the years of this study, Before September 12, 1961 all real and
personal property, indebtedness, and rental obligations of former districts
became the property, indebtedness, and rental obligatfon of the newly established
district, The respondent indicated that this was changed i{n 1961 to provide that

113




106,

all obligations of any compenent former district as evidenced by funding
bonds was to continue as an obligation of the taxable property within the
former component school district. This was considered to encourage rcor-
ganizatfon in Peansylvania,

In South Carolina a special situation exists. There a provision
fnvolving the mindatory assumption of all liasbilities, including bonded
debt, has encouraged school district reorganization. This s discussed
to a greater extent later in this section in conjunction with the passage
of incentive aids for school buildings.

All of the states in which the bonded indebtedness was judged to
encourage school district reorganization either adopted or revised the
faatures of the provision during the twenty years of this study. Six of
the seven states having a feature providing for the assumption of bonded
indebtedness but where the respondent judged it to have "No Effect",
adopted the feature before 1948. Only one, Indiana, made a revision in
the law during the twenty years of the study and this revision dealt with
detached territory for which the bonded indebtedness was distributed over
the territory involved on a ratio basis. The state of Oregon also has a
provision for the assumption of bonded debt. The reason for the respondent
indicating that the provision had "No Effect” was predicated on the fact that
it was part of the School District Reorganization Act passed in 1957. The
feature did not have a singular impact for it was part of the legislative
package whereby the county reorganization committee determined the value and
amount of all school property and all bonded and other indebtedness of sll
school districts affected by the comprehensive reorganization plan and then
determined an equitable adjustment of all property, assets, debts and
tiabilities of each such school district.

Provisions in the state granting special state aid on principal or
interest incurred for the debt from school building construction resulting
from school district reorganization were generally judged to encourage reor-
ganization. Of the efght states in which the feature is present, it was
reported that the provision was encouraging reorganization in six. In none
of the eight states was it reported to discourage reorganization and in the
two states where {t was reported to have "No Effect”, special circumstances
existed., In California, for example, school building aid Is available for
all school districts in the state and not just reorganized districts. In
fact, at one time this had a discouraging effect on unification because of
the delays caused the reorganized districts in arranging for tha ald. when
this was corrected it no longer hindered reorganization but at the same time,
it can be judged to have no more than a neutral effect. Pennsylvania, another
3 state providing aid for school building in reorganized districts where the
provision was judged to have no effect, has yet another situation. The build-
A ing ald was part of 1963 legislation providing for consclidating and organiz-
ing to provide for votational-technical education. Although it has served to
. aid building construction in newly formed vocational-technical districts, it
: has had little effect on the eighty percent reduction in number of school
districts since 1948,

114
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




O

£ v 0 R e b 8 KT - Wyt v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

107.

Although Indiana has two Provisions that aid school building construction
in {ts state finance program that were judged to encourage reorganization, {t
was emphasized that the provisions only {ndirectly apply. The two, a property
tax relief fund to be used principally for debt service and school bui{lding,
and the other, a Veterans Memorial school construction fund, are avaflable to
all school districts f{n the state and 1{ike California, not just the districts
that have reorganized, These funds {ndirectly encourage school district
reorganization because they are potentially available to newly formed dis-
tricts meeting the criteria necessary to qualify for receiving them,

The other five states in which aid was present, have features in their
program that directly encourage reorganization. Maine is an excellent example,
In 1957 legislation was passed to encourage the formation of large school
districts by providing state aid for school construction, school debts, and
Maine School Building Authority leases assumed by the district, Any adminis-
trative unit having over 500 pupils in grades 9-12 can qualify for the aid.

The percentage of aid is based on average per pupil valuation and varies
from 18% - 66%.,

Mississippi legislation {nvolves both permissive and mandatory features,
The building aid feature was first made a provision of the state's legislative
program as part of the 1953 reorganization act which was basicatly mandatory
in nature. 1t was an attempt to combine the "carrot and stick" approach {n
one package. A state level Education Finance Commission was established in
charge of the money available for school construction. This commission
established criteria newly reorganized school districts had to meet in order
to receive building aid. 1If the criteria were not met, monsy was not made
available. The fact that bullding aid was made available under this condition
helped take the sting cut of th> more mandatory features of the legislation
and had a major {mpact on how the reorganization plans were structured, espec-
fally in regard to the location of schools within the district.

It was reported in the information received from New Hampshire, that 1955
legislation providing state building aid for those cooperating districts formed
from two or more districts from two or more towns, has encouraged reorganization
of this type. The only limitation seems to be the small amount of money made
available under this provision. 1t was also indicated that the building aid
at this time {s for debt service and would probably be of more value if this was
changed, perhaps to some type of equalization aid, .

An analysis of the information collected from New York revealed that this
state has one of the stronger building aid incentive features and it was judged
to have derinitely encouraged school district reorganization, Although the
state has had building aids of one kind or another since the 1920's, the 1956
legislation set forth a new enactment that related to the apportionment of
public monies to central school districts, especfally the building quotas. Any
central “lerrict which was organized was to receive an apportionment to be known
as a bu’iding quota, Celling costs are calculated on the basis of pupil enroll-
ment and thir has resulted in a substantial incentive. Adjustments are provided
for trends in school population and the paying off of previous bonded indebtedness.
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As mentioned earlier in this section, South Carolina has legislative
features calling for mandatory assuvmption of bonded fndebtedness by a newly
c¢reated district of the debt of the former component district, This feature
was part of a package of legistatfon enacted in 1952 which also encouraged
reorganization by providing school districts with funds from a 3% sales tax
for school constructfon. At the time of this enactment the Educational
Finance Commissfon was established to handle the building and transportation
program with the mandate to encourage the consolidatfon of school districts
so far as practical, 1n order to assist school dfstricts in financing
needed capital fmprovements, the Generai Assembly annually allocates to the
Board a sum equivalent to twenty-five dollars multiplied by the number of
pupils e.urolled fn grades one through twelve of tha publfc schools durfng
the school year next preceeding the year for which the allocatfon is made,
provided, that the amount allocated for the ffscal year 1969-70 and each
year thereafter shall be computed at the rate of thirty doll.rs per pupil;
provided, further, that for no year shall the amount alfocated be less than
the total sum required to meet principal and interest payments becoming due
fn that fiscal year in state school bonds,

Of the eight states where it was reported that there was no provision
in the state finance program providing afd for school building construction,
ft was {ndicated in two that the absence of such a provisfon served to dis-
courage reorganization. Responses from both Michigan and Wisconsin indicated
that the additfon of this type of finarcfal f{ncentive would stimulate reor-
ganfzation activity.

3. Spectal Fiscal Programs

Specisl purpose alds are those aids approved by laws which fndicate the
exact purpose for which money shall be expended by local boards of education
or for which the money is provided. 1In some instances statutes have teen
enacted by state legislatures for the expreased purpose of encouraging school
district reorganization., At other times, legislation has been enscted provid-
ing special sfds that hsve indirectly had sn impact on school district reore
genizstion. Quite often these atds having an indirect influence on reorganiza-
tion have served to hinder or impede the process. 7This section describea how
special fiscal programs have served to both encourage and discourage school
district reorganizatfon. Six types of special aids are considered: tuitfien,
special educstion, distressed district aid, small district penalty, financisl
premfum and trsnsportation.

Tuitfon Payments: Six of the sarple states have no provision providing state
tuition payment for non-resident pupils., Of the ten states having such &
provision, respordents f{n seven of these indicated that the provision actually
discoutsges the teorganiestion of school districts to s certain extent. In

tvo of the states it wes indicsted that having this provision had no effect and
in one of the states no oplnion was given. tn no instance d1d the response
from & state having such a specisl atd, {ndicate that it in any vsy encouraged
reorganization. 1n certaian wvays the aid fs a paradox. As it was {ndicated on
one tesponse, "This type of atd discoursges reorganization in some {nstances
but nevertheless is a practical necessity for some districts.”
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Four of the seven states, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, and Oregon, have
a provision for state tuition reimbursement to districts sending their pupils
to school in other districts. Maine has a more complicated feature paying
school districts afd on the basis of tuition lost. The New Hampshire pro-
vision pays tuftion cests for only special education and vocational education
in other districts and although the fmpact was judged to be minimal, it never~
theless was considered to be discouraging. Nebraska's tuition for nonresident
pupils is derived from county funds and has especially discouraged the reor-
ganizatfon of secondary school districts.,

California and Indiana were the two states having a tuftion payment
feature but where 1t was reported to have no effect. In California tuftfon
agreements are contracted for on a local level, usually between elementary
and high school districts mafintaining a junfor high school. The reason
given for the lack of fmpact on reorganization was the fact that there are
so few of these agreements, Indfana has a tuftion factor buflt fnto the
state's regular school support program where ald s extended for capital
outlay expenses. Whereas both resident and nonresident students are uscd
fn determining the amount of afd, the respondent fndicated that the tuition
factor ftself was somewhat neutralfred in fts fmpact.

Special Education Ald: It was reported fn all sixteen states that state afd
was avallable to local school districts for specfal education purposes. The
responses from thirtecen of these states, fndicated that this specffic type

of afd had no fmpact on school district reorganization. The need for specfal
educatic1 services is so generally accepted, that the distribution of such

aid {s usually state-vide and nondiscriminatory. As a result, it seems to
have little relevance for discussion on school district reorganization. In
one state, New York, the specfal education aid feature was judged to dis-
courage reorganieation primarfly decause of the way it Is distrituted, The
money is distributed to the BOCES (Board of Cooperative Educational Services)
units which in turn provide services for the small school districts thereby
establishing just one more service that the small district can receive with-
out having to reorganize into a large district. In South Carolina, statewide
ald for speclal education was conceived of as encouraging reorganization. The
t2ason given for this was that Lt created an awareness {n the mind of the people
living in small districts that they simply could not provide many of the nec-
essary education services needed.

istresscd District Afdt Data collected revealed that nine states have special
aid assistance for financially distressed districts., Of the seven States having
no such feature, the respondents indicated that fts adbsence had no effect on
school district reorganization. Michigan was the only one of the nine states
reporting the presence of the aid that said the atd discouraged reorganization.
In this state the respondent indicated that the atd formula provides financial
assistance to districts that should probadly be reorganizing but are able to
exist independently with distressed aid.

four states, California, Colorado, Indiana, and Maine have distressed ald
programs where Lt is reported that they have no effect on reorganization.
California's program 13 desipgned for erergencles and provides atd to exttemely
poor districts. They are oftca lasrge districts vith a jov tax base. 1n Col-
orado distressed district afd comes out of contingency reserve funds and s
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considered to be neutral {n impact. Indiana schoois can receive distressed
district aid as a grant only {f they can prove extreme financial hardship,
In this state it is reported that this has no real relationship to the
reorganfization question. 1In Miine the program is designed to aid municipal-
fties with low borrowing power and serves as a hardship grant for school
building. Only indirectly is {t related to reorganization,

1t is interesting to note that distressed district aid was actually
consfdered to encourage school district rcorganfzation in four of the states.
Distressed districts in Minnesota are elipgible for emcrgency afd. 1t was
indicated that the afd has been used to aid viable districts that are in
temporary financial prodblems. 1In New York, a dfstrict tust have a minimum
of 2,000 pupfls and a maximum tax rate to qualffy for distressed aid. Upon
qualffication, a distressed district can recefve $3 in state ald for every
$1 raised loc1ly. The respondent in Pennsylvania indicated that this type
of finance feature has encouraged school district reorganfzation in that
state as districts are able to merge because it helps eliminate debts which
other districts would be reluctant to absorb. Although the fcature was
elfminated fn 1969, the Wisconsin respondent indfcated that the provision
ifn that state indirectly encouraged reorganization. A stipulation for
receiving dfstressed district afd which insisted that the distrfcts maintatn
a mintrum afll levy before they would be eligible, has tenlded to encourage
mergers.

Financial Premfum: Only five of the sampla «tates have a supplementil aid

designed to specifically previde bonus monyy to a reorganfzed district. One
of these, California, has a feature that has tended to both encourage and :
discourage reorganization, 1In three states (Maine, New Himpshire, and New ;
York) the bonus feature has proven to be a rcal stimulus in the recrganizatfon
area. Pennsylvania has a bonus ald feature that tends to have a neutral effect.
In eleven states where it was reported that a bonus feature is not a part of

the atd program, responses indicated that it had no effect, Wisconsin was the
only exception to this. Afthough the state has no bonus atd feature, the
fndication is that fts absence discourages reorganization.

In California any favorable vote on a proposed unified district provides 1
an increate in foundation program monies of up to $20.00 for every student at )
the elementary and sccondary level. 1f the mewly unified district is on basic
afd it reccives none cf this §20. 1{ the nev district {s on equalization afd
ft will get 211 or part of the $20.00 depending on 3 wealth factor. Each
elementary district voting favorable on unification iz entitled to $20 increase
in foundatton program even if the issue falls in the tot1l area. Of course,
this encourages reorganigzation. On the other hand,this must be revoted every
four years - locally more often 4f desired. There s a prodability of losing
the §20,00 {n the second election, this uncertainty of whether or not this
money vill be available has made 1t difflcult to plan long-range progroms
and has male sove people reluctant to reorganirze under thess uncertsin con-
ditions, 1t was also reported that the $20.00 figure is no lonyer large encugh
and to be truly effective, must de ratsed. So it s, that this dormus has a
tendency t» both encoutage and discourage teotganieation,
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As with the building aid feature discussed previously, the state of
Peansylvania has a supplemental aid feature as part of a program designed
to encourage erganization for vocational-technical education, 1t sets fortt
a state relrbursernent to every school district of no less than $75,00 for
every resident pupfl in an area vocational school, This too, has had little
overzll effect on the total reorganization process,

In addition to the 1957 legislation which provided incentive building
afd for reorganized schocol districts, the legislature In !falne enacted a
provision providing for supplemental aid to those same districts. The enact-
ment provided that when administrative districts are reorganized, the state
subsidy paid annually to each district shall be supplemented by an additional
107 of that amount. These funds are suspended unless the district provides
a kindergarten through 12 program with at least one secondary facilfity.

In New MHampshire the 1963 legislature provided fncentive afd which
encouraged districts to undertake the obligations of a cooperative district.
The state board pays annually to each cooperatfve school dfstrict sums based
on average daily rembership in the preceeding year fn accordance with the
following schedule: for each pupil from a pre-existing district who attends
a cooperative school located {n another pre-existing district, in a coopera-
tive elecentary school, $45; In a cooperative junior high school or equivalent
program, $60; and in a cooperative highschool, $75.

Questionnaire and interview information from New York Indicates the state's
supplemental ald program for reorganization has strongly encouraged the process.
In addition to the building ald incentive previously discussed, enlarged cfty
school di-tricts were encouraged by both the 1952 and 1956 legislatures. In
1952 all approved districts resulting from consolidation received an annual
apportionment of money in additfon to that amount due to the separate districts
before reorganizatfon took place. 1n 1956 the bonus amount was {ncreased by
devising formulas based upon greatly increased full valuation of ptoperty.

This encouraged reorganizatfon but still set minimum standards by which the
districts had to qualifty.

Iransportation Afd: Although transportation aid is being considered here a3
a special financial program, it {s not u-common to find this aid as patt of
the dbasic foundation program. New Hampshire i{s the only one of the sixteen
sample states that does not provide transpoertatfon aid. Cettainly the size
of the state fs a factor in this afd's absence {n New Hampshire and why this
absence seems to have no effect on school district reorganization, The other
fifteen states all have some type ot program providing funds for transporta-
tiva. It was reported that in nine of these states transportation ald has
definitely encouraged reorganization, in five states it has had no effect,
and in one of these states it actually had s hindeting effect,

1t was Indiana vhere this até was reported present but having a discourap:
ing effect oh reorganizatfon. Due to 8 procedure wvhich utilizes a sparsity and
wealth factot in the formula for deteraining the amount of aid some reorganized
school districts receive less money for transportation than the total that the
pre-existing districts vould have teceived independently, Although Lt seems
that this bas not been a major hinderance to teotrganization, ft was regarded
as a fector,
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California, MIssissippf, Nebraska, Oregon, and Utah were the five states
having a transportation uid program hiving no effect on reorganization, 1In
California transportation afd {s based on the wealth of a district and only
slightly favors unified districts. 1ln Mississ{ppi transportatfion aid is part
of the foundation ald program and its mecthod of distribution results f{n a
neutral impact on rcorganization, Nebraska did not have a transportation aid
until 1967 and it Is simply too early to evaluate its i-pact. [n Oregon the
state pays about 5% percent of all approved hore-to-school costs. As ft i
the same for all of the districts it fs considercd neutral in effec on reor-
ganfzatieon. Utah, of course, has had no reorganization activity at all,

Cenerally. the data reveals that the respondents in the nine states
where transportation afd Is considered an incentive to school district
reorganization believe that the fact alone that afd is provided to transport
students to schools farther away frorm "home' with ninirum cest to parents and
r to the local school district [s reason enough to encouragze reorganizatfon,

: Transportaticen afd doing Just this thing has traditiocnally been constdered

f one of the most consistent incentive afds for school district reorganization.
The literature also reveals that transportaticn afd has been one of the afids
in existence for the longest peried of time (for example, twelve of our
sample states had transportation aid beiore 1950). This aid seenms to be

s especfally effective 1 situatfons where it provides & high percentage of the
¢ ccsts or where it is specifically designed to encourase certain types of reors
; ganfzat cn. In Maine, for example, where the thrust {s to encourage reocrgan-
fzatfon around municipal areas, district schools had to pay transpertatien
costs but municipal schools did not. Colerado and Michigan can serve as
exaples where a high percentage support level has had a strong encouraging
fnfluence on recrganfzation, The program in Colorado srovides for the state
te pay up to 70 percent of the actual cost.  1In Michigin the state pays up

to 75 percent of the actual cost with a $200 paximum per pupil.

-

4, ¥oundation Ald Frogranms

} All of the sample states have a basic foundation 2id program which provides

; certain minfrun amounts of state monies to local school districts for the suppert
of public schoels, 1Tt {s extremely [mportant to note that foundation ald pro-
grams differ dramatically from state to state not only fn terms of tha features
in the different programs, but #lso fr terms of the actial dollars belng spent
by the states to fund these programs,

This discussion does not attempt to analyze and critique the varfous fea-
tures of the sample states’ foundation progtams. It focuses specifically on
those features that appear to have 2n Influence on schoc) district reorganiza-
tion, efthet of a positive or negative fatvre. To provide this analysie,
different festures have been categerized in the following manner: No Loss
Clause, Minimuts Frogram Standards, Sparsity-Density Factcer, Renefits Based on
Stre ot Class, and Related Financtal Factors.

Ko Joss Clause: Basically a "Xo Loss Clause™ fa the foumdation program tefers
to & built tn proviston gearding against & nevly formed school district receiv-
tng less money in foundation aid than the total amount of money that the individual
districts would have recelved {f they would have tematned independent. 1In rome
states ™o Loss™ features are specifically butlt fnto the progtae, in othets,
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no loss in aid is an ex post facto occurence that is as much a result of
accident as of good planning.

Eight of the sample states do not have a "No Loss™ feature. 1In these
eight states, the responses also {ndicated that the absence of the "No Loss"
feature has no effect on school district reorganization, With the exception
of Coloradu, the data collected does not reveal if in fact, reorganized dis-
tricts in these states run the danger of recelving less state aid.

Seven of the sample states are reported as having a "No Loss" feature
that has had an encouraring effect on reorganization. One state, Wiscensin,
also has the feature but in this state {t {s fudged to have a dircouraging
effect. The reason glven {s quite revealing as to the side-effects of rmany
s~ate financial features. 1t seems that in Wisconsin the "No Loss" feature
has encouraged som¢ poor reorganfzation moves where a small district jolns
with another small district to form still too small a dfstrict. As a result,
educatfonal leaders have hesftated to enccurage reorganization where {t appears
that this type of activity will take place.

The "No Loss" feature is sirflar in the seven states where {t is con-
sidered to encourage recrganfzation., There are some slight varfations among
the states such as Indfana's provision which states that the newly formed
district is to receive no less ald for cne year than the total that the pre-
existing districts would have received. In Malne, the “No lLoss" feature Is
tfed {n with that state's bonus ald feature of 10 percent additional ald which
was discussed previously., 1In Michigan a rather unique sftuation exists for the
""No Less' law has been suspended due to court action, It was In existence for
the years 1964-66. During this tire aid was pald separately each year to the
tune of some $1.7 million and was consi{dered to strongly encourage reorganiza-
tlon. Mississippl laws have a feature dullt into the foundation formula vhich
is dased on the transfer into the new district of students in average dally
attendance that prevents in anyv possible way loss of aid for that new Z}istrict,
In New Hampshire the “3¢ Loss" feature provision is referred to as the "Save-
Harmless™ clause and §s part of that state's general ald program. It guarintees
a rininum ald ratio of 35 percent for newly constjtuted districts. The Penn-
sylvania “No Loss" feature s built into the foundaticn prozram and is considered
to have strong impact on reorganfzation.

Minirum Program Stand-rds: 1t was reported in twelve states that minimum pro-
gtam standards of one kind or snother were necessary to receive state foundation
afd. wWhat is the most Important thing to note ls that this feature was cone
sidered to have no effect in eight of those twelve states, This fact, taken
with the fact that the (eature U8 not even present tn the other four states
sampled, leads one to belfeve that ainimum program standards have hod little
frpact on school district reorganiration,

Califernia has # feature which financlally penalizes istricts £f & certain
pupil teacher ratio is exceeded. There {3 alss & requiterent that all teachers
hold a state apptoved certificate. This has not been considered to be elfective
in terms of reorganization due 10 enforcement procedures and the amount of woney
involved, In Indiana, the minimom progtas standards relate to thé payreat of
foundation afds that are not considered to be related to the reorganization
question., To recefve state equalization aid sorey in lowa the district must be
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approved by the State Department of Public Instruction and maintain a K-12
program. Even so, this feature was considered to have little effect on the
question of reorganization. Response from Iowa Indicates that this feature
has encouraged spending but not reorganization. In Mississippi there (s an
ingredient built into the foundation program whereby the training level of
teachers in a district helps to determine the minimum aid they recefve but
again, this {s viewed to have no impact on reorgantzation. New Hatpshire
districts must mafutain approved schools In order to receive foundation aid.
In theory this looxs fine, but in reality {s seldom enforced. In New York
minirum standards are published but aid is generally not withheld. One of
the New York respondents indicated that "the kids are handicapred enough"
and that the attitude in New York is that state foundation alds should not
be punitive. The response from Minnesota, one of the states not having

this feature, also echoed this sentirent. It was reported that the state of
Oregon has a provision where afd can be withheld if districts are below
standard. 1f a district has been judged to be non-standard (¢t oust present
a plan remedying the ills. 1In reality, no districts are deprived of money.
A certain commonality seems to exist In those states having minimum program
standards but where the feature fs considered to have little or no effect.
It is the agreement among respondents that the penalties implicit in the
feature which would result in less school aid to districts not eeeting ainimum
standards are seldom, if ever, enforced. This is due to efther a reluctance
on the part of state officials to penalize already disadvantaged districts, or
procedures written into the minfmum program feature which allow sub-standard
districts to circumvent the imposed regulation.

1n the four states where the responses Indicated the presence of wminimum
program standards that were actually enforced, the feature was considered to
encourage reorganitation. 1In Colorado state afd fs discontinued to school
districts operating less than a 12 year program. 1In South Carolina foundatfion
ald goes to only accredited schocls. Teacher certificatfon standatds are a H
basic part of this state's program. Witconsin state support rrovides greater
funding to school districts operating grades K-12 than it provides for Unfon
High School and K or 1-8 districts. Although minimum progran standards are
not related to dollars spent in Nebrasks, accreditation (s denfed sub-standard
districts and this was interpreted to encourage reorganieation.

Sparsity-Densfty Factor: The data collected (ndicates that only eight of the
sample states have provisfons (n thefr foundaticn program that specificslly
contains a correction factor for sparsely or densely populated areas. 1In three
of the states with such a factor the (ndicaticn fs that (t dtscourages teore
ganleation. For exasple, Catifornls has a provision that provides $10 less
foundation program aid for districts under the County Service fund (elerentary
disteicts of fewer than 901, high school districts under )01, and unified dis-
tricts under 1,501) because they get direct services from this County fund which
{s state provided. Elementary districts of under 100 pupils get a little more
ald which dces discourage reotrganization, 1n some (nstsnces the basic atld
provision pereits tov local tax. This has also been Judged as a deterrent to
teorganization, The lowa foundation program has an equalfration atld feature
vhich reivbutses for spatsity, esfrcisily for transportation. fthis ptovides
enough aid vhich encoutages the continuing existence of some spall districts.

A Yev Yotk provisioa teguiting 1,500 kids maximum to tecelve spatsity ald vas
tonstdered to preserve some swmall districts fn the state long alter the nced
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existed. New York also has a density factor which seems to prohibit reor-
ganization in the larger metropolitan areas of the state. Six of the

biggest citles, Albany, Rochester, Syracuse, Buffalo, Youkers and New York

are not allowed te join any Boards of Cooperative Educational Services because
of the density aid they receive.

The atate of Pennsylvanfa now has a sparsity-densfty factor buiflt into
fts foundatlion program along with a nurber of other factors. The presence
of this feature may either encourage or dlscourage reorganization. 1f reor-
ganfzation would recult in a combination of factors Increasfing the aid ratio,
ft encourages. If reorganfzation would result in a comdinaticn of factors
decreasing the ald ratfio, it discourages.

A sparsity factor became a part of the Nebraska foundation program in
1967. There seems to be no way to evaluate the effects of the program at this
tice, Three state programs were considered to have a sparsity factor with
litetle impact on reorganization. Colorado has a provisifon providing isolated,
small attendance areas with aid money. Due to the specfal circunstances under
which these districts receive aid, it has lfttle fmpact on reorganizatfon.
Sparsity fs a factor in the forrula for determining transportation aid in
P Misstssippl arnd was not cons{dered pertinent to the question of reorganization.
; In Oregon the sparsity factor fs literally non-operative. The dollar amounts
I in the pregran have not been updated and the small schools ¢an get more money
§ under the regular foundation atd formota, It really has not distributed enough
i money in any way to have any impact on reorganfrzation.
1

! Benefits Based on Sire or Class: [n not onc of the states sampled does there

’ presently exist a provisfon Cesigned to financially penalize or punish in some

i way districts not meeting some minimum slze standards, Differences Lln 314

: payments do exist to a l{mited extent for different sizes or classes of dis-
tricts, but no state specifically goes about the process of adoptiang measures
punitive to small districts. The approaches utflized to discriminate among
different size or class of district in the few states vhere such an attempt
exista, are more subtle. Nevertheless, in the three states employing a formula
using size or class of a district as an ingredient, {t is reported to discourage
rather than encourage teorganirzation.

In lova & ainfcus size of 300 pupils before s district {s confronted with

losing aid (s considered too low and has actually encouraged small distefcts

to contlinue {n existence. The response from Minnesota indicates that although
i this state has 3 provision that suspends aid for certain small distriets, {t
has been neutralized by a companion provision vhich has made {t nearly impossidle
to suspend aid since repeated varnings are tequired as well as tipe is given to
correct any violations. This has been used by districts who have been told
their school wvas too small, to keep operating year sfter year f{a the face of
repeated varnings. Foundation aid in South Carolina is adjusted on the basis
of a sliding scale which penalices spall disteicts to a cettaln extent, dut
still pays them enough atd to discourage reorganitatfon,

In indiana aintmus size of 1,000 pupils has been set for reorganization
purposes but does not enter fato the foundation atld progras,
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Again, this section points ¢ut the reluctance on the part of the various
states sampled to utflize punitive measures to force school district reor-
ganizatlon. Where punitive neasures are present, ways of clircumventing the
provisions exist or the reduction {n aid is so small that it has little impact
on reorganization.

Related Financial Factors: 1In the questionnaire responses and also during
the interviews, infotmation was received that does not specifically break
down into the exact categories which have been discussed so far in this
chapter. The data analyzed in this section are of a more miscellaneous
nature. Although treated in this manner, the reader should be aware that
this information has been cited by the respondents fn the sample states
because of its real or potential impact on school district reorganization.

In the spriag of 1969 a law was enacted in Minnesota stating that equal-
f2ation aid is no longer avafladle to districts maintaining only ungraded
schools. Such districts are limited to a minimum flat grant amount per pupil,
Untfl this provision was inserted, districts were really not discouraged from
operating one room schools. A tax advantage existed in such districts because
of the lideral program aid,

As previously dliscussed in this chapter In the eection on legislation
pretaining to reorganization, Fennsylvania had a lav vhich was enacted in
1949 that classified districts by population and then paid supplemental aid
on the basis of classiffcation sfze. 1t also encouraged reorganization by
paying additional amounts when different metgers, unlons, or jofntures took
place. Thic vas tepealed effective June 30, 1968. 7The teason -fiven for its
tepeal was that it had encouraged school district teotganization as ruch as
it could n its extisting form. Up until 1968, when the legislation had
accomplished itas purpose, Pennsylvania appears to have had one of the better
fncentive features for encouraging reorganization f{nto larger school districts.

One general feature ia the foundation aid plan fn California which dis-
courages teorganization s that wealthy districts still are eligible for a
fait amount of basic ald, As they are then able to operate on a lower tax
rate {n many instances, they are reluctant to teorganize with other disttricts
if this privileged position s jJeopardired,

The intetview in Indiana revealed that this state has what (s referred to
a8 a "Transfer Policy™ vhich has made it possidble for mon-opetating districts
to receive transportation and tuftion aid vhen contracting for servites with
operating districts. 1In one sense it was conafdeted to have encouraged reor-
ganization for wvhen the 1959 legislation was passed providing for the bdig
teorganization push in that state, it was easier for some of these cooperating
districts to get together. (On the other hand, these non-operating districts
enjoyed a lover tax base vhich had & tendency to discourage teotganization,
Today, so few distericts are involved that this featute has no effect.

The Michigan tespondent indicated that expenses involved in providing
for vocational education programs have promoted reorganization of small
districts {n that state,

Finally, in Mississippi there 1s a built in incentive grant in the formula

for detetmining equalization aids, Because of teotganiration, if local effort
is increased more state ald is given on a graduated basis,
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5, Federal Lepislatfon and Court Decisions

An affirmative answer to the question '"Had any federal legfslation or court
decision had any influence on school district reorganization?" was recefved fin
only five states and in three of these (California, Mississippi, and South Carol-
tna) federal court action or legislatfon pertaining to integration was given as
the influencing factor. Among the ways in which court action or legislation per-
taining to integration has Influenced reorganization, the three observations
which follow are reported:

1. The timing of reorganization ftself has been affected. In certain fnstances
recrganization was encouraged as states have been forced to comply with legal
regulations and restrictions within set time limits. In a few instances this
type of federal action has discouraged reorganization as people have been
reluctant to sudmit to changes fn achool district structure which would
result in differences of a pronounced nature in the racfal, social, or eco-
nomic composition of their school district;

2, The second major influence seems to be In the restructuring of school dis-
trict boundaries., 1In order to provide equal educational opportunity for
pupils of all races, certain states have had to restructure thelir district
boundary lines. This has generally discouraged reorganiration and has been
sccomplished to a certain degree by mandatory features;

3, Another influence of Integration legislation and court actfion has been on the
placing of sthool buildings within the districts. In an atteopt, to avold
the restructuring of dfstrict boundary lires in certain areas, new school
buildings were built in poor, racislly imbslanced sections of the district
thereby establishing & rationale for gerrymandering of boundary lines to
exclude theae sectfons of a district from newly proposed, more racially
balanced diatricts,

Only one other type of way i{n which federal leglelation has influenced reor-
ganization was reported in the questionnaire responses. 1In Michigan the ansver
indicated that federal and stste programs requiring cooperation between districts
have laid the groundwork for later consolidation. Some interview responses find{-
cated the ssme thing was true {n other ststes. Pennsylvanis had significant state
supreme coutt sction which upheld the state's school district reorganization law
as constitutional,

6, Interstate School Diatricts

The concerr: for quality education in a few statea has led the legislatures
to furget their insularfsm and to look to means of co-operating vith other states
even across internationsl boundaries. <The states of Vermont, Nev Hampshire and
Maine have passed legislation peraitting the formation 6f iInterstate school dis-
tricts. The actual aettiag up of the district requires congressional approval
and so far Vermont and Nev Haspshire have oae district operating.

in sparsely populated regions cloze to the Canadian border arrangemtnts have
been made with provinclal govermments for school age children to ctoss the border
and attend Cansdisn schools. Where this has involved French apeaking schools,
summet schools in Eaglish are operated and sre heavily attended not only by the
children but also by their parents.

There are many ateas of this country vhere the natural econcaic and socisl
boundaries cross state lines and it would seem reasonsble that school district
boundsries should alzo ¢rosa these lines., So fsr in the northesst area it is
apatrsity which has been the motivation force for the Interstste district.
Hovever, §t {s In densely populsted areas vhere the state line is sa artifical
boutdary that perhaps the interstate disirict would produte the optimum effect.
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7. Basic Legislation

After an analysis of the information developed in the summaries con
legislation, the data collected in the questionnaires, and the answers
received in intervliewing experts within the sample state departments of
education, it s evlident that the different states have gone about the
process of putting together legislative programs designed to encourage
school district reorganization in varfous ways.

Because of the illusiveness of trying to establish a direct cause and
effect relationship in analyzing a comblination of legislative and finance
teatures and the impact they may have on school district reorganization,
profiles for each of the states have been developed for the twenty years of
this study. These profiles (see Chapter I1) visually portray three related
types of informatfion: 1) A breakdown in the number of school districts
existing during these years by total and type; 2) The type of basic legisla-
tion existing at the times vhen reduction fn school districts occurred; and
3) What financfal feativres were present {n the staie at the times when reduction
in school districts occurred.

The remainder of this narrative on the findings, draws attentfon to the
total legislative package exlsting In each of the fifteen states at the tirme
when that state experlenced its greatest percentage reduction fn number of
school districts. Utah, of course, has had no reorganization activity.

California: Over the twenty years of this study there has been a 5) percent
reduction i{n the number of school districts in Calffornla. The trend has
been toward reerganizing into uniffed school districts as evidenced by the
fact that the number of school districts containing secondary schools has
fncreased by 28 percent since 1948,

Although the state has experienced steady reduction In schocl districts,
two periods of time Indicate more activity than others. Between 1945 and 1954
a total of 1,934 districts were eliminsted. A twventy-f{ve percent reduction
occurred between 1964 ard 1968,

During the 1945 - 195% time period a number of pleces of leglislation
were {ntroduced. In 1945 an optional reorganizatfon act was enacted establish-
ing & State Commisaton in school districts, Reglonal Planning Comissions, and
Lecal Survey Comritrees vhich were to formulate plans and recormendations for
unification or other reorganization of school districts., tn 195} this legis-
lation was extended upon by removing some restrictive voting tequitements and
giving more pover to the local survey committees,

In 1949 another series 6f amendvents were added to the 1945 statute. The
1943 State Comlssion vas dissolved ard its pover transferred to the State
Board of Edutation. Another significant amendeent at this time was the manda-
tory establishoent of a school district reorganication committee in every county
exept San Franclsco. .

1951 legislation provided an optional reorganization plan along with
setting forth basic changes in the Equil fzat{on Ald and Transport.tion Ald
Progras.
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Only one significant piece of legislation was reported during the 1964-68&
time period. The 1364 legislature provided some incentive funds for those dis-
tricts that had reorganized or would agree to do so, The provision increased
the foundation program for more efficiently organized districts. In 1966 the
number of districts had decreased from 1,536 in 1964, to a total of 1,357, .

Through basicelly permissive leglslation the nunber of school districts
in Californla has cropped from 2,554 in 1945-46 to a 1968 totat of 1,138,
Between 1948-1968 the number of non-operating districts has dropped from 117
to 2; the number of elementary only districts from 2,026 to 738; the number
of secondary only Jistricts from 236 to 121; while at the same time the number
of districts operating elementary and secondary schools has fiicreased from 17
to 229.

Colorado: During the time of this study the state of Colorado has experienced
89 percent reduction fn the total number of school districts. By the fall of
1968 the number of school districts in the state had drepped to 181 from a

1948 total of 1,644, All non-operating districts have been eliminated and those
districts operating only elementary schools have dropped from 1,455 §n 1958 to
3. During this same time the nusher of districts operating elementary and
secondary schools has increased from 141 to 178.

The years 1956 to 1964 witnesscd a tremendous amount of reorgantization
activity as evidenced by a 77 percent reduction in total districts from a
figure of 972 in 1956 to that of 222 in 1964, During this period of time a
number of significant additions and revisfons took place in Colorado's leg:
fslative program. 1In 1956 transportation aid became a financial feature for
the first time and has been reported as an fncentive to reorganization, In
1957 the District Organization Act was passed calling for the equalization
of the benefits and burdens of education throughou® the state, counties, and
compunities. State (inancing of planning committees was 1 feature of the act
which tesulted in reorganization studies being condutted throughout the state.
In 1963 a sparsity factor was add»d to the finance progtam but more important,
the provision for assumption of bonded indevtedness by the newly formed dis-
trict was revised. This revision was reported to have an encouraging effect
on reorganiration,

Indians: 1In 1948 there were approximately 1,200 school districts in indiana,
By July 1, 1969 this aumber had been teduced by over 90 percent to a flgure
of only 289. The major portion of this reduction has taken place betwveen the
yeats 1959 and [769 as there wete stfll over 1,000 school districts {n the
state in 1959,

1n 1959 the General Assendly passed significant legislation entitled the
Sehool Cotporation Reorganfastion Law, Machitery was set up to enadle cittzens
In each of the counties to study their own school otganizaticn needs and to !
institute thange vhen they beliaved lmprovement vas reeded. A State Coarission )
and county coonmittees vere created to sssist the people in their efforts and
although studies of school corporation organfratica were tequited ty lav, the
lav 414 not require any chasges {f & majority of the local citizens 4id not
want them.
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Changes were also made in 1959 with a numbar of the state's aid features.
A "No Loss' provision became part of the aid program for the first time. A
subtle feature granting financial favoritism to certain districts also became
part of the program. A bullding fund was also established and revisions were
made in the provision whercby newly formed districts were allowed to assume
bonded indebtedness of former districts,

Between 1960 and 1969 the number of school districts in Indiana has been
reduced by 69 percent.

[owa: Between 1948 and 1368 the state of Iowa has experienced 90 percent
reduction in the numher of school districts. The greatest percentage of
this reduction has occurred since 1956 when there were still almost 4,000
districts.

In 1957 significant legislation was passed requiring all county boards
of education to initiate surveys and studies for the purpose of promoting
reorganization. These studies, which were to be completed by july 1, 1958,
seem to have stimulated reorganization activity as evidenced by a decrease
to 2,022 districts by 1960. B899 of these districts were non-operating and
522 had only elementary schools.

In 1965 legislation was passed deciaring that all areas of the state
were to be in districts maintaining 12 grades by July 1, 1966, Bullt into
this provision was an incentive feature which would, of course, deny aid to
those districts not maintaining a 1-12 program. The full impact of this manda-
tory legislation can be scen by noting that by the fall of 1968 the number of
districts had decreased to 458, Only seven non-operating and only one elemer.-
tary district existed at that time. This was a combined reduction from 1964
for the non-operating and elementary only districts of 90 percent.

Maine: Comparatively speaking Maine has not had the tremendous number of school
districts other states have had. In 1948, for example, there werae only 500.

0f these 500 however, only 121 operated a secondary schocl. 1n 1968, although
188 school districts are either non-operating or operate only elementary schools,
the number of districts h.as been reduced by 30 percent,

In 1954 the Commissioner and State Board of Education were directed by the
legislature to adjust the grouping of Supervisory Unions within the state into
districts containing 35-75 teachers. A "No Loss'" clause was provided and school
committees in the affected units were involved in the planning of reorganized
units.

The greatest amount of reorganization activity has occurred since 1957 when
the legislature encouraged developrnents of sufficient sfze to pravide equal
opportunity and better tax rates, The State Board of Education was to develop a
state plan for the creation of efficient school administrative districts, One of
their responsibilities was to nvaluate the impact of consolidation on valuation
per pupil in the larger district and make definite recommendation with respect
to an eventual vniform minimum tax rate toward the support of a foundation pro-
gram of education if these larger districts were aporopriately established
throughout the state. This same year two provisions were included in legisla-
tion which provided financizl incentives for reorganization. One provision
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provided that when administrative districts are reorganized, the state subsidy
pald annually to each district shall be supplenmented by an additienal 1v per-
cent of that amount 1f they provide a K12 program and one secondary facllity,
The second feature provides state ald for school construction, school debts,

and leases to encourave the formation of larger school districts., in addition,
the 1957 tav also provided a provision for the assumption of bonded indebted-
ness of former districts by the newly organized district which has been reported
to encour.aye reorganization,

Hichiyan: Over the years of this study Michigan has had an 86 percent reduc-
tion in the number of school districts, Two periods of time stand out when
vxtensive reorganization activity has taken place: 1956-1860 and 1964-1968.

Between 1956~1960 the total number of school districts was reduced by 40
percent., ‘ilie 1955 legisliature enacted several provisions pertalning to veor-
ganization, These provisions were permissive In nature gencrally describing
what type of districts vould consolidate, rules and procedures for consolidation
procceedings and elections, and procedures for transferring lands. As a feature
of this legislation revisions were made in the provision for assumption of
bonded indebtedness that has encouraged some type of districts to reorganize,
Although the provisions lacked mandalory feacures, the number of districts did
reduce itself from a 1956 total of 3,491 to a 1960 fligure of 2,099,

BSetween 1964-1968 the total number of school districts was reduced by 53
percent. Responsibility for developing plans for improved school district
organization became mandatory for cach county in 1964, Reorganization studles
were required suggesting ways to Incorporate all non-high school districts into
existent K-12 programs and also to comtine effectively any existing small K-12
districts into units capable of offering a comprehensive educational program
through the twelfth grade. As part of this legislation a "No Loss* feature
became a part of the foundation atd program which has been judged to encourage
reorganization.

Minnesota: In 1947 the legislature in an attempt to encourage school district
reorganization established a State Wide Advisory Commission and county survey
committecs, The county committees were to study the school districts in
unorganized territory of the county for the purpose of recommending desirable
reorganization. The State Commission, in addition to formulating goals and
procedures for public school reorsanfzatfon, reviewed the recommendations of
the couaty survey committees. County and state committee recommendations had
to be approved by the voters of the district, 1In 1951 the legislature provided
for the dissolution of some "closed" school districts.

After the passage of the 1947 and 1951 legislation the number of school
districts declined rathcr rapidly, 1In 1948 there were 7,518 school districts
in the state. By 1956 this number had dropped to 3,633 or over 50 percent.
The number of non-operating districts dropped frow 2,416 to 1,211 and the
nunber of districts operating only elementary schools was decreased from 7,073
to 3,181,

The 1963 legislature enacted a statute bringing about the dissolution of
most of the remalning non-operating districts in the state by July 1, 1965,
By the fall of 1968 only eight closed school districts remained.
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In 1967 mandatory legislation wus enacted requiring that after Muly 1,
1971 all areas of the state must be fncluded in an independent or special
school district maintaining classified elementary and sccondary schools,
grades one through twelve,

By June of 1969 the number of school districts in the state had fallen
below 1,000 for the first time.

Mississippl: In 1943 there were 4,120 schoe! districts fn the state of Miss-
issippi, only 680 of which operated a seccondary school., By 1968, this number
had been reduced to 149, over 95 percent, all of which operate a K or 1-12
program. The gyreatest amount of reorganization activity took place between
1952 and 1960 where the total number of districts wis reduced by 92 percent,

In 1953 the current measures for the alteration, consolidation, and
abolition of school districts were established. The 1953 legislation was
mandatory in the respect that all districts had to be reorganized by 1957
or lose state aid. The State Finance Commission pluyed an authoritarian
role in either approving or disapproving boundiry changes but the local
voters also could influence reorganization action by petition,

Incorporated in this 1953 legislation were a number of financial incentives
all of which were evaluated by the state contact people as encouraging reorgan-
ization, Among the financial features were a satisfactory provision for the
assumption of bonded debt, building aid for renrganized districts, @ "No Loss"
clause, and reward for certain ninlmum program standards.

Nebraska: Nebraska had 6,900 school districts in 1948. Since 1948 there has
been a gradual reduction of some 68 percent in the total number of school
districts, No legislation stands out as extremely significant in the state
for its fmpact on reorgunization,

In 1949 reorganization legislation was passced, This legislation was of a
permissive nature and included only special education aids as a financial
inzentive., One of the main features of the act was the creatfon of state and
county school district reorganization comnittees. County committees were
required to consider reorganization procedures and plans submitted to them by
the state committece but were not required to develop or adopt any of these plans.
If the county committee decided tc go along with the state committee's recommenda-
tions, the legislation establisted procedures for public hearings and clections.

In 1965, leglslation was enacted te permit twenty-five percent of the legal
voters of Class I or II schools to petition for the dissolution of their school
district,

1n 1968 of the 2,172 school districts reported, 429 werc non-operating,
1,400 maintaiged only clementary schools, 19 maintained only secondary schools,
and only 324 districts maintained both an elementary and secondary school,.

New Hampshire: 1In 1947 l:gislation was passed in New Hampshire stating that

a cocperative school district was entitled to the shares of aid to which the
nupils attending the cooperative district would have entitled the pre-existing
districts had they remained in the pre-existing districts, Although the act
itself did not seem to stiosulate immediate reorganization, this type of per-~
missive legislation is in conjunction with financial incentive features has
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helped the state of New Hampshire to reduce the total number of school dis-
tricts from 240 in 1948 to 18] 4n 1968, In this same period of time the
number of districts operating only elementary schools has been reduced trom
150 in 1948 to 5 in 1908,

In 1555 legislation was enacted that provided for state building aid for
those coope-ating districts formed from <wo or more districts from two or
more towns.

The 1963 leaislature directed the state board of education to prupare
and publish a plan subdividing the state into suggested cooperative school
districts, 1t also offered financial incentives to receiving and sending
districts which undertook the obligatfon of an area school. This same
legislature provided incentive ald to pre-existing districts which wexe
willing to undertake the obligations of a cooperative district. Between
1964 and 1968 the number of school districts was reduced by 16 percent.

The 1967 legislature expanded upon the provision extending state building
ald for those cooperative Jistrlcts formed from two or more districts. Co-
operative districts are entfitled to an amount ranging from 40 percent to 55
percent of the annual principal payment depending on the number of pre-existing
districts which have combined.

New York: The state of New York has reduced its number of school districts

by 80 percent since 194B, The greatest part of this reorganization activity
took place between 1948 when there were 4,609 districts, and 1960 when this
number had been reduced to 1,340. Over 70 percent of the districts were
eliminated during this time. A combination of legislative provisions was
enacted starting in 1946 relating specifically to school district reorganiza-
tion.

In 1946 a joint legislative committee on th: state education system
presented a master plan for the reorganization ¢f school districts., This
master plan was to guide the commissioner of education in laying out new
central districts when voters of uncentralized areas expressed a desire for
reorganization.

in 1948 the legislature passed the Intermediate District Law. Under
this act, a sufficient group of central and unfon free districts could combine
to provide to all of the schools of the area those kinds of educational services
that the individual districts cculd not provide. At this time New York had
4,609 school districts, 3,829 of which operated only elementary schools,

1948 legislation provided minimum program standards for receiving state
ald. Although this has not been strictly enforced, the initial enactment
created a consclousness of the need for districts to provide a minimum program.

The 1952 and 1956 legistatures offered substantial financial incentives
to encourage reorganization. A formula was devised for paying a bonus apport-
ionment to each reorganized district in order to provide at the very least
equivalent service to the districts as they existed Yefore consolidation,
Also, any central district which was organized was to receive an apportionment
known as a building quota based on pupil enrollment,

. 131



Qo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

124,

The last major reorganization legislation passed in the state of New York
was in 1965, 1t amended the eduocatfon law to keep current the state plan for
school district recorganization and adjusted appropriations accordingly, It
limited the continuince of school districts not malntaining hore schools. It
also limfted coutinuance of certain contract systems by a scheool district not
maintaining home high schools. 1t also establiched o procedure for granting
state ald for school building purposcs to school districts scheduled for
reorganization and granted additieonal aid to certain school disericts aftar
reorganization, Betwecen 1964 and 1968 there was a 23 percent reduction in
the number of school districts,

Oregon: 1In 1947 the Oregon legislature passcd legislition that brought about
the dissolution of 252 non-operating school districts by legislative edict, 1In
1948 there were 1,363 school districts 1,113 of vhich operated only elementary
districts., Between 1948 and 1968 the number of school districts was reduced by
73 percent.

In tha period of time from 1952 to 1964 the number of districts was reduced
from 995 to 424, a total of 57 percent. During this time different type of
legislative activity took place.

The 1851 and the 1955 legislative sessions of the Oregon legislature
seriously considered the area of school district reorganization, but other
than appropriating money for an extensive study of Oregen clementary and
secondary education, little effective legislation was enacted.

By 1953 a number of financial features had become a part of the aid
program for the Ejrst time. Minlmum program standards, tuition payment for
non-resident pupils, special education aid, and transportation aid were all
present.

The 1957 legislature enacted the School District Reorganization Act,
This legislation required that the school boards in each county elect a 9-
member Reorganization Committee to study the school district organization
within {ts county and to prepare and develop plans for the forming of adequate
school districts within each county., The act was amended in 1959, 196} and
in 1963, but remains in basically its same form,

Under provisions of the Reorganization Act of 1957, 201 school districts
have been dissolved between 1957 and the present time, and 98 new administra-
tive school districts have been formed. In addition, during this same period
of time, 226 school districts have been dissolved by voluntary consolldation
procedures. As of June 30, 1969, Oregon has 356 school districts.

Pennsylvania: Pennsylvania had 2,540 school districts in the state in 1948,

By 1968, 80 percent of these districts had been eliminated. This twenty year
perfod can be brokep down into two separate parts. A rather large segment of
time, 1948 to 1960, witnessed a reduction of districts from 2,540 to 986,

which is cover 60 percent. A shorter segment of time, 1964 to 1968 also had a
high percentage reduction of districts; from 1,005 in 1984 to 499 In 1968 which
is a 50 parcent decrease,

In 1949 legislation provided the basic foundation for the reorganization
of schools, Reorganization procedures were more clearly defined and included
provisions for the mandatory consolidation of ungraded, one room schools. As
part of the legistativz package in 1949 there existed a number of financial
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provisions: assumption of bonded indebtedness, a sparsity factor, financial
favoritism to certain type districts,special education aid, distressed dis-
trict aid, transportation aid, and {inmancial premium for reorganized districts.

Supplemental payaents were expanded upon in 1951 by extending $500 per
teaching unit multiplied by the standard reimbursement fraction for joint
clementary or secondary schouols operated by districts and $800 per teaching
unit multiplied by the standard reimbursement fractlon for union and merged
school districts. The number of school districts {n the state had decreased
to 1,432 {in 1958.

The 1959 legislature increased the supplemental payment features. The
bonus aild features of the 1949 legislation were redefinad to encourage the
formation of larger school districts (First Class A or Second Class).

In 1963 legislation was provided For consolidating and organizing to
provide for vocational-technical education. It set forth a financial reimburse-
ment for every resident pupil enrollad {ir an area-vo:atioral school as well as
other categories providing aid for curriculum inprovement and school building
costs. A "No Loss" provision became a feature of the aid program during this
same year.

By the fall of 1968 the number of school districts had been decreased to
499, all of which operate unified districts. Legislation passed {n this year
repealed all supplemental payments of previous legislation and incorporated
the various financial features into the basic state aid payment program.

South Carolina: The state of South Carolina has experienced one of the highest

percentage reductions {n the number of school districts ip the nation. From
1948 to 1968 the percentage reduction was 94 percent; from a total of 1,680 in
1948 to 105 in 1968. ULuring the twenty years covered by this study, the perlod
between 1948 and 1956 saw the greatest amount of reorganizatlon activity. A

G4 percent decrease occurred during this time,

Legistation discussed Juring the late nineteen-forties and enacted in
1352 set up the general provisions for establishing school districts that
exist in the state today, The legislation provided that alteration of bound-
aries or division of school districts within a county could only come about
by an act of the General Assembly relating to cne or more counties or author-
{zation by the county boards. The 1952 code provides for the assumption of
all assets and liabilities of the two or more districts forming a new district
by the newly formed district on a justly proportioned bases.

Reorganization in the state was encouraged by the enactment in the same
year of a 37 sales tax and the providing of school districts with funds for
schoel construction and school bus transportation., The sales tax revenues
go into a general tund from which state aid for school districts is drawn.

At the time of the enactment of the sales tax the Educational Finance Commission
was established to handle the building and transportation program with the man-
date to implement the consolidation of school districts so far as practical.
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Wisconsin: The state of Wisconsin had 6,038 school districts in 194B, By

1968 this number had been reduced by over 90 percent to a total of 4D8.
Although the reduction has been fairly consistent since 1948, between the
years 1960 and 1968 the nurber of districts decreased by 84 parcent, During
this time mandatory legislation, semipermissive lecgislation, and a financlal
incentive were en-cled by the Wisconsin leglslature,

In 1959 the legislature stated that any territory which {s not included
in a district which operates a high school on July 1, 1962 shall be attached
to, created into, or consolidated with a district operating a high school.
This act was replaced in 1965 when 1t had completed {ts purpose, Over 2,000
non-operating districts were eliminated in this period of time.

Agency school committecs were created in 1966, These committees were
glven the power to reorganize school districts {n each of the nineteen co-
operat{ve educational service agencies subject to the sare referendum provision
that applfed to orders issued by the former county school committees.

In 1957 a "No Loss" clause was made a2 part of the foundation program,
Although its inftial impact was to encourage reorganization, the type of
reorganization that was taking place was not considered to be solving the
problem of small schools, (See discussion in this chapter on '"No Loss"

clause) .

Findings: Questions 4-6

The findings reported for these questions are drawn from the basic
statistical data contained {n Appendix E, Selected data have been tabulated
in summary form for inclusion in this narrative presentation. Local school
districts are catalogued by district type; L.e, non-opérating, elementary,
secondary, and unified according to the existing patterns {n the respective

sample states,

Question 4 - 70 WHAT EXTENT HAS SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATICN
REDUCED VARTA1IONS IN TAX-PAYING ABILITY AND EXPENDI-
TURE PER PUPIL WITHIN STATES?

Using school district size as an estimate of school district organization
the following general questions were formulated to aid in the presentation of
findings. The summary data {8 shown in Table 4,1,

1, What 18 the relationship between school district size and assessed
valuatfon per pupil in A,D.A.7

a. Tn general the correlation s negative and tends to be fairly
strong. Small size districts are associated with greater
assessed valuation and lesser valuations associated with large
size districts,

b. Correlations between size and assessed valuation are negative
for all elementary districts, Most of the correlations are
strong. Elementary districts are characterized by small size
and high assessed valuation. Only fn Californfa do we find rela-
tively large eiementary districts. The high negative value of the

x 134



correlation coefffclent In this case would geenm to fmileate
that lurge sjze seems to ¢ related to low valuation per pupil.
With the exception of Winconsin, secondary districts exhible
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[
the same pattern as the elementary dlstricts described in (b).
d, Uniffed districes in thcee states, California, Mlnuesota and
New York present a corvelation pattern tndicating no relation-
ship between dlstrict slze and assessed valuatfon per pupil,
e, The remaluing state correlation patterns for unified distrlcts
range from 1ixhtly nositive to fairly strong negative. 1In
general maat of the uniffed distrlct states correspond to the
general staterent listed {n {a},
f. In general the unified districts seem to present 4 stronger
equalization pattern than elementary, secondary, or non-
operating dlstricts.
. Table 4.1
. Sunmatry Table of Correlation Coefficients
lor Sixteen States (1967-68)
DUSTRICT
size correlated with:
Astensed Expenditure/Per Pupil
District Yaluation Franuponation] ] l
State Type Per Pupltl Per Pupil Current | Capital-Debt | Total
Californla Elvoentary -.58 ~.38 =. 31 .17 =31
Svcondary =47 -.52 -.35 .01 -
Lnified .06 -39 .09 -.07 05
Colorade Unifted -.51 -.63 -. 5l =15 - .48
Indiana Elementary -,07 -.60 -,08 -t -, 04
Unified 18 .52 ] W16 23
lova Unified -.52 -.69 = b - 12 =43
Maine Non-0perating ~.67 =45 -, 52 A7 =49
Elementary - 38 -7 =47 .36 =41
Unified 14 .27 .05 L .08
Michigan Elementary -, 22 11 21 3 .28
Untfied .16 -85 1] .01 .39
Mtonesota Elenentsry -3 -.03 -.09 .37 .09
Unifted -,06 -.65 -.05 .09 -.01
Mississippt Uniffed Wel -.54 .00 18 07
Nebraska Non-operat {ng =47 =20 -, 30 1 -.J0
Elementary -.52 21 -.28 1 .28
Secondary .35 0L -7 -, 20 =51
Unified -.J0 =87 -4 -.22 ~.35
New Hampshire Unifted -.18 - 50 -.10 43 .29
New York Unifled W03 =45 -,22 .10 =17
Oregon Elementary -.49 ~.38 -7 1 -7
Secondary =55 - 64 .7 1 =7
Unified -. 27 -, 04 =54 1 -. 5
. Penasylvania Unified .13 -.38 .26 -.03 .20
. South Catolina Uniffed .27 -39 14 .27 W26
Utah UngEied =35 ~.63 -.57 -.Q2 =46
: Wisconsln Elementary =15 -.14 .36 3 WAl
i Secondary ek W32 .02 .33 W14
Unified .30 =49 W04 W14 WAl
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2, What is the retationship between schuol district size uand espenditure
per pupil in A, D,4,?

4, Transportotion expenditure correlate negatively with school
district slee, The coeflicients are high In post instances,
Small size Is assoclated with higher transportation xpendi-
ture per pupll or small expenditures with larger sfze districts,

b, One-half (15) of the school Jdistrict patterns by type show

correlations ronging from -,22 to ~,57 on school discricl slze

and current expenditures per pupil, In these 15 cases higher
expenditures are relatad to small size and large district sice
is associated wirly lesser expenditures,

Ten of the Jdistrict types [rom sample states are characterized

by little or no relatienship hetween district size .nd current

expenditure per pupil levels,

d. Positive correlations ranging from .21 to .%6 were noted in [ive
district types between scheool district size and current expendi-
ture patterns,

e, Data relating teo capital and debt expenditures was not available
for local districts from the sample states of Nebraska and Oregon.

f. School district size and capital and debt cxpenditures per pupil
were not related {u six district types,

g, in six cases district size and capital .nd Jebt expenditure
correlations were positive and strong.

h, Most of the negative correlations between schiool district size
angd debt expenditures were small.

i, In six cases total expenditures per pupil were not related to
school district size,

. Fifteen cases showed negative correlations between school dis-
trict size and totul expenditures per pupil., These negative
correlations ranged from -,17 to -,71,

k. Positive correlations (9 cases) for scheol district sfze and
total exponditures per pupil ranged from .11 to .39,

0

3, What is the mcasurement of variation in per pupil expenditures?

The results of computations using the coeffficient of varfation as the
statistical tvchnique are shown in Table 4,2 and Table 4,3, Varlatiens
in expenditures per pupil for currcnt purposes and for total expenditures
are presented in terms of the percent of variation calculated, ‘he coeflfi-
cfent of variation was used to wecasure the degree of equalizatior of expend{-
tures., A large percent of variation in expunditures was associated with a low
degree of equalization. A small amoumt of varfatfon as calculated by the
coefficient of varfation was interpreted ta indicate a high degrew of cqualiza-
tion.

a, Non-operating school districts chowed the largest rarge in total
¢xpenditure, 46,0 to 90.0.

b, Elementary districts registered from 19,47 to 70.37 variatioa in
current expenditure.

¢, Unifled districts exhibited a smaller range than other district
types, ranging from a low in South Carolfina current e<penditures
of 11,47 to a high of 27.27 for Utah current expenditures,

O
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d, Ihe w ified Jdistrict type presents a4 greater degree o! homo-
genelty In terms of equallzation of expenditures than the non-
operating, elementury and secondary district lypes.

Table 4,2
Measnremant of Varlatlon in Current Per Student
Fxpenditures (1967-c8)

District Mean Current Standard Coefficlert of Variatfon ()
State tyge Expenditure Deviation Naneop | Elem, | Sec, JUn{f,
Californta Elementary ol? 335 %4.3

Secondary B24 200 24.2

Unified 618 89 14.4
Celcrado Unified &78 168 24,8
Indi ina Elemzntary 444 86 19.4

Unifted 493 57 Il.¢
Lowva Unified 637 97 15.2
Mafne Non-operating 282 2351 BS%.D

Elementary 450 163 36,1

tnifled 456 63 14.9
Michigan Elementary 421 193 46,3

Untfled 570 97 1.1
Minnesota Elementary 206 250 3%.6

Unified 545 &8 12,°
Misalssippi Unified 340 49 14.¢
Nebraska Non-operating 131 298 90.0

Elementary 599 190 BSat

Secondary 121 382 3.5

Untfted 631 145 23.0
New Hampshire Unffled 527 9 17.3
New York Unlfled bzo 27 2.7
Uregon Elementary 808 568 70,3

Secondary 168 122 15.9

Un{fied m 150 20.5
Pennaylvania Unified 60} 92 15.12
South Carollna Unifded 376 4) 11.4
Utah Untfied 580 158 27,2
Wisconsin Elementary 566 198 35.0

Secondary 78% 151 19.2

ee ——— . Upifled _  §IE b1 15.6 .

O
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Table 4.3

Meascrament of Varfation ia Totsl Per Stude.t
Expenditures (1967-68)

District Mean Total Standard [Coefficient of Varfation (M)
State type Expenditure Deviation [Non-op| Elcm.| See. | Unlf.
California Elementary $698 $L15 60.9

Secondary 982 249 25.4

Unified 690 107 15.%
Coloradn Uniffed 168 190 24,7
Irndlana Elementary 675 247 36.6 *

Uniffed 651 150 23.0
Tove Untfled 66" 104 15.7
Maine Non-operating 698 3ot 45.0

Llacentaty 718 t1}) 3.1

Uatfled St 2% 16.7
Michigan tlemantary 458 241 52.6

Unifted €684 1 17.1
Minaescts Elestatary 640 259 40.9%

Uniffed 633 6 12.0
Xisslssippt Untflea 30 63 17.0
Kebrasks Noa-opetat’ag b3} 258 90.0

Elesentary 626 48 66.8

Secondary 142 126 19.6

Uniffed 664 1% 2:.8
Kev Hampshite UntEled 670 164 .5
Kev York Uanifled 1231 ne 25.%
Oregon Clementary 808 S64 0.3

Secondaty 168 122 15.9

Uniftied M 1% 20.%
Pennsylvacia Uailted 108 11ns 16.2
South Catolina  Unilfed 438 18 17.8
Utah Unifled 840 220 2.1
Wiseonsin Klesentary 632 M 37.%

Secondary 904 181 1.8

Unifted 163 134 19.1

*Tha coeffieieat of vatiation of a dfsteidutfon Lo the
ratio, expresned as a pertentage of the standard deviatfe
of the disteidbution to the meen of tha distribution.
wse of this statistic peraits a toepacrison to be pace
asopy Afstribotlon.

&, A the final 2-msfletstion cf data relevsnt to Quention | an axpen-

e

ditere model was developed and tenrted tn a sultiple tegresatfon
anslysis. Yhe model 19 deserided as follovs:

CIURRENT EXPENDINIRE ® SCMOOL DISTRICT $11% 4 ASSESSED VALTATION
4 CURRENT TAX RATE + POUNDATECR ATD # TOTAL STATE AlD

The hypothesis testing waing this mndel was linited Lo the eleven
stalas Lo the sample which contained walfled district pattetes.
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Utan

Colorado

Misaissippi

lowa

South Carolina

Minnesota

Michigan

California

Indfana

Witconsing

Newv vork

Table 4.4

"ABLE OF F RATIOS AND PRORABILITIES

FOR TESTING EXPENDITLRE MODEL
IN SELECTED STATES WITH UNIFIED DISTRICTS

o

IYP

Unified

Cnified

Unified

Unffied

Urified

Untfied

tniffed

Unified

Unifie’

Unifled

Unified

* Null hypotheses cejected at .05 level

139
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F
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DISTRICT T1ZE

6.95
NS

2.4)
.12

2,44
.12

1.05
.31

.10
.75

43
.32

1.69

= .19

.18
.57

1).42
00+

.64
.57

13.02
00+
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Table 4.4 reported the results of the F-tests for the scheoi dise
trict size varfable included in the expenditure model. F-ratios

and the probabil{ty (P) associated with the F-statistic were reported
for cach test., Asterisks (*) were used to Indicate rcjection of the
null hypothesis at the .05 significance level. 1In cases where the
null hypotlieses was trejected {t was fnfecrred that the varfable of
schoo} district t£ize was fimportant in prodicting currcnt expenditure
level,

LYPOTHES1S: THRRE 1S NO REIATIONSHIP BRTWEFN CURRENT
ENPENDITURE AND SCHOOL DISTRICT S17E.

The null hypotheses relating current exp-nditure level to school district
size Is rejected in only three states, Utah, Indfana and New York. Relatively
low probabilities are noted i{n two states, Colorado aad Mississippi. School
district size does not appear to be an important variable in predicting current
experditure level in unified school districts in the remrining six states.

questioa 5 - HAS SCHOOL DISTRICT RECRGANIZATION INTRODUCED
GREATER STABILITY AND EQUITY INTU TAX SIRUCTLRES?

Because of the limitations on comparability of the tax data utflized inr
the study the summary data presented in Table 4.5 will be exarined “within
states" only. 1he most significant findings arc as follows:

1. What is the relationship between school district size anrd
total tax rate?

a, In general high tota! tax raies ave assocfiated with larger
districts and low tax rates vwith smallet districts, Four-
teen cases are presented where correlations were positive
and ranged from .22 to .73, Nine of these district types
were elewventary.

b, Nine correlations ranging from -.05 to .10 indicated 1ittle
relationship between district size and tax i1ates, Eight
of these nine cases vere for unffied districts,

2, What {s the relationship between school district sfze and
current tax rates?

a, In sixteen cases correlationt were posftive and ranged from
+20 to ,60., 1n general high current tax rates are associa-
ted with large sfre £chool districts and lov current tax
rates with small district size,

b, Twalve district patterns {ndicated no relationship between
district sire and current tax vates, Ten of these twelve
cases vere unified scheol districts,

¢, In tvo cases negative corielations of gmall Impact were
noted,
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Table 4.5

Summary Table of Correlation Coefficients

for Sirteer States (1967-68)

District Size Correlated Witi:

District Total Current Total Current
State Type Tax Rate Tax Rate Effort* Effort*
California E\tmen(nry .63 .56 .63 .62
Secondary .54 46 .27 14
Unified -.01 .04 -0l .03
Colorado Unified .62 .60 46 W45
indiana Elerentary 40 .28 .18 .10
Unified .05 -.06 .35 .19
lowa Lnt{ied 1 W22 .13 .33
Maine Non-Nperating .53 .53 .37 =45
Elerentary .32 .25 .20 .07
Unified .09 .04 .01 .03
Michigan Elerentary 23 S0 .56 .30
Untfled a1 43 W2 N1
Minnesota Flementary .50 .36 ) .08
Unified .10 .07 .11 .04
Misslesippd tUnified ~.05 .02 -.25 =32
Nebraska Non-Cperating .08 .08 -.03 -.03
Elementary .49 W42 , 39 A2
Secondary -~ .40 .01 -, 34 -, 28
Unified .22 .06 .08 .07
New Hampshire Uniffed .10 .15 .30 W19
New York Unified ) .20 .03 ».09
oregon Elementaty 1 Y Ny Y
Secondary 1 .30 .30 I
Unified 1 -, 04 =04 -.04
Pennsylvania Unified .15 .05 =15 .05
Scuth Carolina Unifled .0% 04 .15 02
Utah Unifiad .18 49 07 .18
Wisconsin Elementary .36 + 37 .39 .3
Secondary -. 14 -.12 .39 -, 46
Unifled .02 .07 .00 -.09

*For definition of effort see glossary of terms,

3. What is the relationship between school district size and total
local effort?

a. Total local cffort was not associated with school district

sire in c¢ight instances.
districts,

? of these 8 cases were unified

1.2,

b, Five negative correlations are shown ranging from =.15 to =, 39,
¢. The balances of the cases, 17, shoved positive correlations

ranging from .11 to .63,
tn this distribution,

141
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4, What is the relationship between school district size and
current local effort?

a.

b,

Question

This quest
district size a
data by distric

Fourtcen coses indicated positive correlations ranging
from ,10 to .62, All types of district organizational
patterns vere included In this array.

Twelve cases indicated no correlation between school
district size and current local effort, Nine of these
12 were unified districts,

In four instances correlations were negative and ranged
from +,46 to -.28.

6 - AT WHAT LEVEL OF STATE SUPPORT FOR EDUCATION DOES THE

GREATEST AMOUNT OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATICN TAKE
PLACE?

fon {s answered by pointing out the relationship between school
nd five {ndfcators of state support program levels. The summary
t type for the 16 sample states {s fllustrated fn Tadble 4.6,

1. what is the rclationship between school district sfze ard
foundation aid per student?

a.

b,

[

In 10 {nstantes no relationship was shown between district

sfze and foundation and per student. Seven of these 10

were unlfivd district types.

Thitteen negative correlationt were calculated ranging from

.5 to -,10. Nine of these 1) were for unified districts,
Seven positive correlations were repotted ranging from ,10

to .45. One of the correlations, .10, was for unffied districts.

2. What {s the relatfonship between school district size and
transpttation afd?

b,

In Mot cases negative corrélations were shown for transportas
tion ald and school disteict size. The cortelation coefficients
tanged from .67 to «,086,

Data was not available on a local district bdasis in sevetal
cases, Scveral states do not provide a categorical ald for
transpottation. Therefore in several fnstances transportation
ald was fncluded in the basic foundation ald Jata,

3. What i3 the telatfonship between school disteict size and total
curtent state aid?

b,

<.

In 8 cases no correlation exfsted between school disteict size
and current afd payments. Five of the 8 vere unified districts.
Fifteen of the correlations vere nepative and tanged from «.54
to «.10. Nine of these fifteen negative coefficients tepresented
unified disteict types.

Five positive correlation coefficients were calculated tanging
Ctm .32 to 48, these cases all were in the elementary and
secondaty disteict categories.

142




[1{lc

JAruitoxt Provided

|

For Sixteen States {1567-68)

Table 4.6
Summaty Table of Correlation Coeff{cients

Sf{ze correlated with:

135,

[ Foundat lon l Teansjortation

Distrlet |l
State Iype
Californts Elementsry -, 08
Secondary W2
CUnifled .00
Colorsdo Untfied -3
Indlana Elementary M)
Uatfled 11
Tove Unifted -.03
Kalne Nonsopatating .08
Elecentary -3
Unified -8l
Michigan tlepentary 42
Unifted -, 04
Ninnesots Elepentary 0
Cniffed 10
Missinalppt Unified %
Nebrashs Noneopetating .13
Llementary .5
Secondary -, 28
Onified - 10
r ¢ Mampshire Volfled - 14
Xew York Unlfled «.10
Oregon Elementary =03
Secondacy .01
Caifled .0)
pennsylvaanis Unifted .08
South Coerolins  Unifted 0
vtah Votfied ., 40
Vistonsia Llesantsry A2
Secondary N1
utlted LYS H

{Type of State Afd to Locsl Districts) ]
Current | Capttel-Debt [ Tota)

-.06 1
32 1
.00 1

*.53 1
.02 3

-7 .0
.0) 1
.08 1

LT3 3] -.05

-.42 )9
21 1

*.16
34

«.06

=37 '

1)

=54

.28
1

1
1
1
0
1
1
1
)
1 )
e ¢
-2 1
12 t
- 1) t
.08 1
04 a2
-.Ls 1
Il 1
8 1
=33 1

4. What fs the relstlionship detwvesn dehool distelet slee end state
ald fer copital and dedt purpose?

s, Fev states Provided s categorical std designeted for capitel-

dadt putped

b, Correlations for three cases where such state sid was patd
fndicated 00 celationakiy.

¢. Four positive correlations were noted,

from .11 to ,)?,

T™he coefftctents ronged

$. What fs the relstionship detveen pehool dfsteiet sfee and totsl

state sld?

8, In aine cases oo relationship vas detetained Detween schoo)

district stee snd total state oid.
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b, Correlation coefficients for five district patterns
wvere positive in value from .31 to .60,

c. In most cases total state aid correlated negatively
with school district size ranging from =.11 to -.54,
Ten of the cases represented unified district patievns,

Three models were developed for analysis of relationships between school
district size and state suppor: levels. Utilizing UMST Program 500 at the
Un§versity of Minnesota Computer Center multiple linear regression techniques
were used to calculate multiple correlation coefficients for the models. The
program also calculated Beta weights to determine which predictor element in
the model equations made the most contribution as a predictor of the criterion
variable,

THE EQUATIONS FOR THE THREE MODELS TESTED ARE DESCRIFED BFIOW:

MODEL 1: SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE = ASSESSED VALUATION + TAX
RATE + TOTAL EXPENDITURES + TOTAL STATE AlD

MODEL 2: SCHOOL DISTRICT S1ZE = ASSESSED VALUATION 4 TAX
RATE 4 CURRENT EXPENDITURES 4 FOUNDATION AID

MODEL 3: TOTAL STATE AID = SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE + ASSESSED
YALUATION + TAX RATE 4 CURRENT EXFENDITURES

Table 4.7 reports the multiple correlation coefficients for the sixteen-
state sample using the three models described above. For purposes of model
development total state ald was cons{dered a proxy measure for the state aid
distribation system, Model 1 and Model 2 reflect approximately the same level
of correlation for total expenditures and current ex:anditures with school dis-
trict sfize. Model ) developed a larger correlation coeflicient in most cases
than Models 1 or 2,

tised on the analysis and interpretation of the data on Tables 4.6 and
4.7 Model ) was selected for hypothesis testing using Program gegran. The
folloving hypotheses were developed and tested on a sample of eleven unified
districts and tvo elementary district patterns!

KYPOTHES1S 1: THERE 1S NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT Si2E
AND THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF STATE A1D PAID TO LOCAL SCHOOL
LISTRICTS,

KYPOTHES1IS 2: TMERE 1S NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE TOTAL TAX RATE AND
THE TOTAL AMOUNT OF STATE AID FER PUPIL PAID TO SCHOOL
DISTRICTS.,

HYPOTHESIS 3: YWERE IS NO RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TOTAL STATE A1D PAlD
TO LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND CURRENT EXTENDITIRES BY
LOCAL SCROOL DISTRICTS,
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Table 4.7
Table of Myltiple Correlation Coefficients

State Type Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
California Elementary .66 N3] .38
Secondaty .52 51 3]
Uniffed .20 W21 .9)
Colorado Uniffed 2 W2 X19
Indfiana Elementary .3 3 .8
Unified .3 W34 .88
Tova Untfled W54 .54 .62
Maine Non-Operating W12 74 W42
Elementary K1 .64 Th
Untfied &2 &6 82
Kichigan Elementary .61 1] .6)
Unifled 49 .3 .95
Mianesota Elementary N ].) 46 &2
Unifled .08 21 .85
Hississippl Unified . 5h .53 .56
Nebraska Noa-Opetating .52 .52 .63
Elementary .65 .63 1N
Secondary .85 .81 .69
Unifed WAl K1} Y]
Kew Hampshlre Unifled b k1 .61
New Yotk Unified 38 W38 90
Oregon Elesentaty .55 .54 84
Secondary 2 W22 .67
Unitted .57 .56 .62
Pennsylvania Unifled .50 A9 .9
South Carolina tnif{ed ) 32 W56
Utah Daified W2 .18 .98
Migconsin Eleventary .61 .56 48
Secondary .68 N1 W02
Untfied .38 .38 2

Tadle 4.9 reports the tesulta of the hypotheses testing using the sltiple
1'rear tegresslon technique employed by Program Regran. The use of asterisks
was esployed to {llustrate rejection of the null hypotheses at the .05 level.
WVhete the null hypothesis statepent vaa tejected It was {nterpreted to mean
that the wvarladle under consideration vas Important in predicting totsl staie
a1d (state support lewrl). Conversely, vhen the null hypotheris itatement
was not tejetted It was consldered that the varfable undet examination wis pot
foportant n predfeting total state oid.

The findings shown In Tadle 4.8 sre Aexcribed o follovs:

1. 1n sleven of the thirteen state school disteict patterns the
oull hypothesia telated to total state ald and turrent expen-
ditures by thHe local gchool district vere rejected. Ouly Misse
issippt wnified and Callfornta wniffed school district patterns
prese: ted probadility levels vhich were not scceptable at the
05 lesel, Cutrent expenditwre Tevel of local sehool dlstricts
seexs to be sn feportant predfctor of total state ald (state
seppott) for Soth aleventsry and wntiled school districts.
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Table 4,8
Table of F Ratfos and Probadilitiea
for Teating Model 2

Stats Typa Sire Tax Rate Current Expenditures
Utah Valfied rel82 318 424,73
e 0004 .08 00
Colorado Unified Fe 2.0) 5.27 15.09
P= 0 02¢ <0004t
Nissfasippd Unifted re 45 [y 2] 1.018
P 0 004t 178
love Unitied F= 066 .47 26,19
| ST ] ] a1 00
South Carolina Vatfied Fe= .00 058 30,26
| SO | } 8 SO0
¥inocaots Tatfied Fe 06 007 5.28
P .8 9 O
Nich{gan Voified re 292 &N 22.2)
P 00 .01 00
Calttoraia Uaifted e 2.9% 2,54 <835
Pe 088 a 633
1odtana Coifted Fe )lth 4.60 1.2%
P .07 0 008
wiscotain Paifted = 1.1 1.9 152.03
P .1 0001 SO0
Fevw York Datfied r e 4078 8.0t 41.96
| SEIN 1 005 00t
California Liesentary F e 042 .84 .50
) P 8028 L0816 002
: Nicoetots tlesantary P 10330 054 3.9
: P 002¢ 8110 003

o Well hypothates eejected at 05 level,

2. T™va sull hypothedns concerned with total atate aid end tax rate of
local aehool dtatelcta wan rajected ta aln of the thirteen diatrilct
pattatns tasted. Also tha prodadilfty stateseats feor & additional
ttates were woder .11, Tan tats vould teen to Be of tooe valee 00
o predictor of total atats atd fa a1l dfntrfet puttetns tested
axcept Niantaots elementary and wnifdo® diatelcts and South Cetolina
wnifled dtatricts.

ot v A

-
.

$chool diatriet atre wad an fapottant variable ia predicting total
atate ald £a Urah, Nioolonipps avd Revw Tork wnifted distrtcta and
ta Nianetots alesentary dlatricta, The probadtlity level waa urder
10 In watfted dtateicta 1o Colotado, Nichigan, Califorata, and
1ndians, Schoel district aten would seen to have 8o predictive
valud $a tHe resaindar of the district pattares and cleatly wvan
the leant povarfel of the predictor varfadles ia Model 3,
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SUMMARY

Tnis chapter contained an analysis of data gathered by ljterature review,
questionnaire, and interview. 1t covered legislation and financial factors
in sixteen sample states in regard to relatlonships of state school aids to
local school district organization.

To facilitate the presentatfon of the findings the analysis was directcd
toward response to six questions. A summary of the findings relevant to
Questions 1, 2, and 3 follows:

1, Professional and Personnel Regulations

a. In tegard to Retirement, it was reported in ten states newly employed

school teachers in the state were covered by the same program. Nine
out of these ten responses indicated this had no effect on reorganiza-
tion. One of the ten indicated it enconraged. Six of the responses
fndicated that retirement laws were different, with large metropolitan
ateas under a different program than the rest of the state. Each of

the six responses indfcated that this fact had no effect on reorganiza-
tion.

In regatd to Tenure Laws, in only three of the sample states was it
indicated that tenure laws wete not uniform taroughout the state and
in each instance, the respondent {ndfcated that this fact had no
effect on r~organiration. Two stater, Mississippi and New Hampshire,
have no state-wide tenurc law. Eleven of the sfxteen states reported
having a state-wide tenure law, but in o-~1y three of these states,
Colotado, Indiana, and Pennsylvanfa wae it (ndicated that this fact
erncouraged school district reorgantzation.

2, Building Afd » Bonded Indebtedness

Every sanple state vhere teorganization has taken place had a proe
viston where the bonded indedbtedness of a former district may be
assumed by a newly formed district, The responses froa five states
fndfcate that this feature encoursges s¢hool district reorganieation.
Seven responses indfcated that the provision has no effects Two
tesponses indicated the provision discoutaged reorganizaticn and one
response indicated the proviston both encourages and discourages.

1) The Kichigan lav was considered to both encourage and discourage
teorgsnization depending on the circumstances of the individual
cate, There ate vatrfations as to how the astumption fssue can
be presented to the people and confusfon sometimes results.

(2) Minnesota and Mississippl provisions calling for the mandstery
sssusption of dedt have discouraged reorgantzation.

(3) Features in bonded dedt assumption judged to encoutage teorganita-
tion vete: Colorado - optional procedures for presenting vote to
pudlic vhich don’t hinge on the acceptante or rejection of the
reorgantzatfon election; Mat:® < state assistance for dedt tetire-
meat; New Raspshite « the coopetative school disteict asaumed oute
standing dedts and odligations of the local district vhich pertain
to propetty acquited by the coopetative disteiet for fts wse}
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pennsylvania - debt remains with fncurcring district; and
South Carolina - randatory assumption of debt coupled with
incentive building aid.

1t was reported in eight states that there was a provision grant-
ing special state aid on principsl or interest Incurred for debt
from school building construction resulting from school district
reorganizatfon. In six out of efght states this provision
encourages reorganization and in the other two wvhere {t is
present, it is considered to have no effect., 1In no state have
ing a building atd incentive was ft considered to discourage
reorganization.

3. Special Fiscal Program

o

In seven states having a fiscal feature providing state
assistance to local school districts for paying non-resident
tufition costs for thefr students attending another school
district it was f{ndlcated that this provision discouraged
school district reorganization. 1In no Irstance did a
response from a state having this provision fndicate that

it encouraged reorganization and in only twy, was it con-
sidered to have no effect.

It was reported in all sixteen states that state afd was
avaflable to local school districts for specfal education.
The responses from fourteen of the states indicated that this
specific aid has no Impact on reorganization.

Nine of the sample states have a provision providing for
special ald assistance for financlally distressed districts,

(1) Michigan was the only one of tha nine states in which the
ald was rejected as discouraging reorganization. In this
state, the atd formula provides financlal assistance to
districts that should be reorganieing but are able to
exist Independently with distrested aids,

(2) Four states have a distressed district aid but the respenses
indicate that it has no effecc on reorganization.

(3) In the other four states wvhere the afd Ls reported to exist,
it is constdered to encourage reorganiration for f-ur sepe
arete reasons: 1) Minnesota < protects viable districts in
temporaty troudble; 2) New York « ainisua standards for
receiving; J) Pennsylvania =« helps eliminate dedts of dise
tricts anting to reorganize: &) Wisconsin - established
atnimm aill levy,

Only five of the sasple states have 2 supplemental aid designed
to specitically provide bonus money to racrganiced districts,
The California feature tends to both enccurage and discourage
teorganicatfon because of features whith threaten the loss of
roney once It is received and also a low dollar amcunt, Maine,
Nev Raspshire, and New York have strong bonus features judged
to encourage reorganization. Pennsylvania has a botwus aid
featute emtouragiag reorgsnivation of districts for vocational-
technical education,

o ———————————— s st - Jp—— e
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e, Transportation ald was reported ss a part of the financial
rrogram of every state except tew Hampshire. It was veported
in nine states that transport:.tion aid has definftely encouraged
school district teo.ganization, fa five states It has nc effect,
and fn only cne was §t considered to hinder the process.

4. Foundation Aid Programe

a,

b,

~
.

Eight of the states have a specific feature or ouilt in provision
in thefr foundation ald program guarding against a newly formed
school district recefving less money in foundation ai¢ than the
total amount of money that the districts would have received if
they would have remained fndependent. 1t was reported in seven
of these states that (his {eature ¢ncouraged school district re-
organfzation. iIn the cther, Wisconsin, the feature also had pro-
moted reorganfzation, but of an undesitable kind.

1t was teported fn twelve states that minfmum program sta- dards
were necessary for receiving stale ald. 1In eight of thesc the
feature had little or no effect on reorganization due to lack of
enforcerent and ways that the provisions could be circumvented,
In the four states vhere the vesponses indicated the prescnce of
progtam standards that were actually enforced, the feature was
consfdered to encourage reorganiration.

Efght of the sample states have provisions in their foundation
program that specifically contain & correctfon factor for svarsely
or ler.ely populated atess. The tesults were inconclusive as to
vhether or not this factor entourages or discov+sges tecvrganization,
fn those instances where it discouraged, ald for sparre population
was just enough to enable the small district to exist. Density

ald for big cities in New vYork has prevented their reorganieation
with BOCES unite.

In not one of the states sampled does there presently exist a
specific provision designed to f'n.nclally penalire or punish in
some way districts not meeting some minfmum sire stendards, DIff~
erence in aid payments do exist to a limited extent for different
sires or classes of districts, but no state specifically goes about
the process of adopting measures punitive to small districts.

Only four states presently have & financial feature vhere benelits

are based on sire or classification. 1n one state, Indisna. (it

has no Influence. 1In three states, lova, Minnesota and South Carolins,
1t 1s reported to discourage reorganiretion. 1In lowa the program still
provides money for small districts as 1t also does in South Carolina.
Small districts in Ninnesota ha-e had a weans to circumvent the law.

Pennsylvania had a lav vhich vas repealed {n 1968 for it had "eccom-
plisted” its purpose vhich classified districts by population and then
pafd supplemental aid on the basis of classiflication sire. It also
encouraged reorganization by paying sdditional ecxtwnts vhen different
oergers, or jJointures took plite.
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g. Foundation features giving wealthy districts enough basic aid
vwhich allows them to operate on a lower tax rate, is reported to
discourage reorganization with another district if this privileged

position is jeopardized.

h. In Mississippi there is a built in incentive grant in the formula
for determining equalization aids that provide for increased state
aid on a graduated basis Jf local effort i{s increased because of

reorganization.

5. Federal Legislation and Court Decisions

a. In three states, California, Mississippi, and South Carolina, federal
court action and legislation pertaining to integration have affected

reorganization

b. Federal and state programs requiring cooperation between districts
have laid the groundwork for later consolidation,

6. Basic Legislation

a. Mandatory legislation providing for the dissolving of non-operating
and/or ungraded one room scliools has been an effective measure in

accomplishing school district reorganization.

b. Each of the sample states had periods during the timespan 1948-1968
where there was more school district reorganization taking place than
others. The findings of this study reveal the following factors as

typical of what one may find during these periods of increased activity:

(1) State, regional, county, ov local planning committees authorized
by state legislatures to play a major role in encouraging school
district reorganization;

(2) Studies or master plans being developed by public or orivate
agencies recommending an appropriate organizational structure
for local districts;

(3) The removal of restrictive voting and petitioning procedures
for acting on reorganization;

(4) Legislation setting up the machinery for effecting reorganization
supplemented by incentive aid features of either a special or

foundation nature.

QUESTION 4

1,

States with a small number of dlstricts appear to have as much variation

in per student valuation as states with a large number of districts. The
variation is found in states which have adopted a single pattern of unified
districts as well as states which have multiple organization schemes. It
should be noted that states with the multiple organization schemes - non-
operating, elementary, secondary and anified combinations - the disparity
in amount of valuation per student tends to be greater than in states with

the single plan of organization.
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In general, small districts tend to have more valuation per student than
do the larger districts. Small elementary districts dominate the pattern
of negative correlation stated in this generalization,

State finance models should recognize that wealth {s not equally distributed,
While some forms of district organization patterns - such as unified dis-
tricts - appear to provide a better distribution of wealth no pattern or
number cof districts {s providing anything approaching an equitable digtribu-
tion of wealth. Thus, it is imperative that the tax base of the local dis-
tricts be combined through further reorganization or that finance models
actually integrate an appropriate measure of wealth into the formula,

Analysis of current expenditures, Appendix E, Table 35, indicates substantial
variation exists in expenditures. The variation exists at all levels of
Jrganization - non-operating, elementary, secondary and unified. ft is as
pronounced for low mean expenditure states as it is for states with high
mesn expenditures. States with fewer districts exhibit as much disparity

as those with many districts,

In a predominance of cases the findings have shown that small size districts
are spending more money for education than are large districts, This state-
m2nt {s supported by the number of negative correlation obtained between size
and expenditures,

Using the expenditure model the null hypothesis stating that there was no
relationship betveen expenditure and size of the district was tested, Size
does not appear to be an fmportant variable when predicting expenditures,
This observation is supported by the fact that the null hypothesis was
rejected for three cases out of the total of eleven models tested.

QUESTION 5

-

The response to this question has been summarized as a general answer to
the four elements listed in the question,

High total tax rates tend to be associated with large districts. Low rates

are associated with small districts, The same pattern was noted for current
tax rates as for total tax rates. It was further noted that elementary dis-~
tricts dominated the pattern,

There were a nignificant number of instances where no relationship existed
between total tax rates and size, Unified districts dominated this pattern,
The same observation could be made for current tax rates.

Examinatfion of the relationships between size and the effort index tended
to fall in the same pattern as the observation reported for tax rates above,

Little evidence was gathered as a result of this study which would indicate
that stability or equity have been achieved in tax structures. Wide varia-
tion {s prevalent within states. In most cases size is the determinant of
the tax rate - low rates tend tu be associated with small district size,
The variation in tax rates seems to be less in states with only unified
districts, however, substantial variation still exits.
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QUESTION 6

1.

2,

3

5

7.

@
.

Foundation aid payments per student indicate a wide range of dollars are
provided to local districts, Providing the aild formula is constructed to
recognice difference in ability to pay on the part of the district,this
pattern would be e<pected. (See tahle 37, Appendix E).

In ten of the cases studied no relationship existed between size and founda-
tion aid. Seven of the ten cases were unified districtsa,

In nearly half of the cases size and foundation aid produced a negative
corretation. In general, large distr’cts received less aid per student
than did small districts,

Transportation aid was inversely related to size. Small districts received
more aid per pupil than did large districts.

The current aid pattern was similar to the pattern for fcundation aid.
One-half of the cases studied showed negative correlation. Again, large
districts received less total current aid then did the smaller districts
on a per pupil basis,

Capital and debt categorical aids are not generally paid to the states
included in the study. In about oune-half of the cases where a!l was paid
the large districts received more aid than did the smaller districts.

Observing total state aid paid to local districts the pattern was one of
negative correlation as was found for foundation aid. This finding was
expected since most of the state aid paid to local school districts was
for foundation purposes, In general, large districts received small aid
payments per student while small districts received large payments.

Hypothes2s testing with the state aid model.

Three null hypotheses were tested using the state aid model. The model
was described as follows:

TOTAL STATE AID = SIZE + VALUATION + TAX RATE + CURRENT EXPENDITURES

The null hypotheses tested Iincluded the followiug:

1. There is no relationship between size and the total amount of
state aid paid on a per pupil basis to local sckool districts.

2, There is no relationship between the total tax rate and the
total amount of state aid per pupil paid to school districts.

3. There is no relationship between the current expenditures per
pupil and the total amount of state aid per pupil paid to loecal
school districts,

The following results were obtained:
1., In eleven out of thirteen cases the null hypothesis related to

expenditures was rejected. Current expenditure is an important
variable in .predicting the level of state aid.
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In six out of the eleven cases the null hypothesis was rejected stating
that no relationship existed between state aid and tax rates, Tax rate
was an important variable for predicting the level of state aid for the
six cases - it was not as important a variable in general as was current
expenditures.

While size was &a important variable in four cases it was least important
in the general picture,
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CHAPTER V

L)
REGINNAL UNITS

School district reorganization is defined i{n the introduction of Parts
One and Two of this study as any legal restructuring of school units which
include state delegated powers. While thc combining of two or more local
districts into a single administrative unit is the most common type of reor-
ganization, other forms have begun to emerge in reccnt years, Several state
legislatures have created intermediate or regional units and equipped them
with the power to receive state and federal funds, enter into contracts with
local school districts, and levy taxes. While a varifety of factors are con-
tributing to this movement, two are most obvious. Sparsity of population in
large sections of the nation make it impractical for local operating units
of reasonable geographica’ size to provide a full range of educational ser-
vices for ail youth of school age. To some extent this i{s a frank recognition
of the limitations of school district reorganization of the traditional type.
While the case for large local school districts is well documented in many
places, including Chapter III of this volume, the evidence suggests that most
reorganized school districts cannot satisfy the educational needs of all
students. Still larger lccal districts would improve the gituation in many
cases. Hcwever, such expansion of school district boundaries eventually

becomes dysfunctional, making local participation in school governance diff-
icult in the extreme.

Prcblems besetting public education in metropolitan areas are also
contributing to a renewed interest in regional approaches to education.

Like their counterparts in the rural areas, many suburban school dis-
tricts cannot independently offer equal educational opportunities for all
children. This i8s especially true in those metropolitan areas which have
been fragmented into a large number of small districts, However, disparities
in both educational needs and wealth and educational bureauiracies in large
cities are the most important variables which are causing concerned cttizens
to examine other forms of school organfization. The regional unit 18 viewed
as a possible solution, It has the potentfal for preserving or restoring
some measure of local control while mobilizing the resources of the entire
region in support of education. Also, the transferring of all or a portion
of the fiscal management of schools to a regional board would make it
possible to effectively decentralize large city systems, placing responsi-
bility for educational program decisions near the point whare the service
is delivered to students. A discussion of the actual operation of regional

fntermedfate units in 32 states is to be found in Chzpter III of Part I of
the report of this study,

The {mplications of regional units for both rural and metropolitan areas
are examined {n this chapter. While it is clear that such units could be
delegated the power to opcrate some programs, such as special education and
vocaticnal education, and enter into varfous contractual arrangements with
local districts and private agencies, this study is limited to the equalizing
effect of regional property taxes for education. Regional taxes are sub-

stituted for all or a2 portion of local taxes in all of the seven models
which are described in this chapter.
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THE SAMPLE

Sixteen states were selected as the sample for Special Study Number 11,
The criteria for the {dentification of these states are reported in the
Introduction to this volume. Additional criteria were developed to identify
the population and select a sample of regions for analysis in this portion
of the project. Consideration was first given to defining the population as
consisting of all intermediate units in the nine states having such units
and the economic planning units in the remaining seven states in the sample.
This plan was discussed {n interviews with administrators {n the state educa-
tion agencies in the sixteen states. Many of the administrators in states
having incermediate units were of the opinion that such units are much too
small and pointed to proposals to enlarge them. 1In several cases, they
recommended the economic planning region as the most lcgicel unit for study.
The sample of regions was finally made from regioral economic planning units
in eleven states and Intermediate or similar units in five states. The
several regfons in each state were placed in three groups according to the
number of pupils enrolled. One region was selected from each group to secure
geographic representation throughout the state, The largest region was
selected in every state except New York where the region would have consisted
of but one school district. The Long Island planning region was chosen in
this case. The maps to be found in this chapter provide a visual representa=-
tion of the regions included in the sample.

Characteristics of the sample are described in Tables 5.1 and 5.2.
Perhaps the most striking observation about these tables is the enormous
range in slze of districts and regions, both between and within states.

Fer example, Oregon has but five school districts i{n {ts smallest region,
while Minnesota has 63, Similarily, the largest region fn California con~
tains 216 school districts, whereas Mississippi has only eight. The range

in pupil population, as shown in Table 5.2 {s even more impressive. Nebraska
has one school district with two pupils and another with 57,272. The range
in Michigan {s from seven to 295,907; in California from eight to 643,128,
Moreover, there is a surprising range fn schosl district size within the
large regions where the major citfies are located. For instance, one district
in the large reglon for California (Los Angeles SMSA) has but 20 students.
Likewise, districts enrolling but 46, 52, 10, 3, 30, and 20 pupils are
located near Denver, Detroit, Minneapolis, Omaha, Portland, M{lwaukee,
respectively. Designing a regional mechanism to harness the resources of
this array of districts is complicated f{n the extreme. Indeed, this problem
demonstrates the need for additional restructuring of local districts as a
prerequisite to regional planning for public education.

Expenditure patterns in the 1966 school districts in the 48 regions are
revealed Iin Table 5.3, Again, the picture {g one of i{nfinite variety. Dis-
counting the extremes and, therefore, limiting the analysis to the tenth and
ninetieth percentile, the varfability in ten of the 48 regions exceeds two
to one. The three regfons in Colorado are examples. Clearly, the range of
per pupil expenditures within regions exceeds the range between regions with-
in the same states, In other words, most regions seem to have both high and
low expenditure districts. The median expenditure between regions shows
little varfation i{n Indfana, Mississippi, South Carolina, and New Rampshire.
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Table 5.1

The Number of Local Districts and the Pupil Population {n
Each of the Three Regions Within the Sixteen States of the Sample

Size of Number of
State Region Local Districts Pupil Population
California Small 56 46,148
Medfium 102 245,403
Large 216 2,230,329
Colorado Small 22 14,024
Medium 27 30,108
Large 18 259,189
Indiana Small 12 22,963
Medium 11 54,664
Large 46 233,235
Iowa Small 24 17,009
Medium 14 46,989
Large 58 111,578
Maine Small 45 13,825
Medium 19 21,809
Large 26 51,45
Michigan Smatl 35 33,049
Medium 24 86,648
lLarge 123 1,062,990
Minnesota Small 63 22,962
Med{um 69 41,584
Large 60 439,894
Mississippi Small 13 43,163
Medium 25 61,925
Large 8 77,437
Nebraska Smatl 45 8,369
Med{ium 21 9,504
Large 84 93,896
New Hampshire Small 11 9,0%
Medium 11 12,095
Large 14 22,500
Few York™® Small 43 67,160
Medium 52 168,778
Large 118 571,162
Oregon Small 5 10,42¢%
Medium 17 11,573
Large 72 180,191
Pennsylvania Small - 19 38,191
Med{ium 42 99,450
Large 74 517,157
South Carolina Small i6 61,766
Medium 9 70,831
Large 15 131, 288
Utah Small 8 10,059
Medium [A 34,491
Large 8 126,514
Wisconsin Small 38 34,451
Medium 56 69,604
Large 67 276,488
TOTAL 1966 7,963,410

*The New York

City SMSA includes more than one economic planning unit.
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Table 5.2

153.

Size of ADA or ADM for 1967-68
State Region Low 10 Percentile Median 90 Percentile High
California S 8 23 371 2,325 5,937
M 9 28 416 4,804 53,185
L 20 260 4569 18,424 643,128
Colorado s 16 58 404 2,303 2,692
M 68 160 665 1,460 8,931
L 46 118 6548 54,404 88,016
Indiana S 717 758 1652 3,851 3,875
M 317 1395 2223 5,975 31,218
L 235 922 2262 8,348 97,573
Towa S 253 258 516 2,341 2,589
M 348 353 1196 7,208 22,430
L 278 344 735 2,884 46,033
Maine S 9 19 145 879 1,701
M 77 96 395 3,392 4,051
L 34 175 1416 3,914 13,583
Michigan S 7 14 317 2,772 8,079
M 469 641 1896 5,097 32,184
L 52 1198 47137 16,696 295,907
Minnesot2 S 5 12 136 882 3,053
M 5 14 371 1,719 3,656
L 10 39 3135 13,742 76,314
Mississippl S 1368 1491 2370 4,716 11,285
M 1028 1692 3784 9,252 35,571
L 3028 4855 35,572
Nebraska S 2 11 46 406 1,510
M 24 34 106 2,010 4,072
L 3 10 19 1,435 57,272
New Hampshire S 80 190 578 1,657 2,765
M 72 173 437 3,108 3,808
L 165 282 567 2,162 12,448
New York S 279 418 1195 3,449 7,071
M 2217 727 1717 6,572 30,058
¥ 89 238 3843 10,989 19,518
Oregon ] 22 2119 4,291
M 68 81 354 2,347 3,685
L 30 70 599 4,243 72,066
Pennsylvania s 1011 1077 185% 3,485 3,824
M 92 706 1796 3,475 12,766
L 197 774 409/ 10,874 245,701
South Carolina H 480 487 1850 13,485 13,953
M 996 1139 4242 9,579 37,546
L 1889 2099 3931 12,865 51,766
Utah S 204 204 1064 2,973 2,973
M 1807 8490 15,703
L 415 415 6297 57,873 57,873
Wisconsin S 54 76 569 3,086 3,872
M 278 448 901 2,471 9,464
L 20 71 1362 6,469 125,740

* The New York City SMSA includes more than one economic planning region.

*
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Table 5.3
Range in Current Expenditures Per Pupil
Within the Forty-Eight Regions for 1967-1968

AN PN N AL PO G P o Ao v v

Size of 10 90
State Regfion Low Percentile Medfum Percentile High
california [ 37 423 594 987 1414
M 324 404 543 895 1752
L 409 64 585 814 1468
Colorado S 350 380 627 1179 1881
M 488 560 132 1196 1450
L 469 486 590 1080 1274
Indiana [ 437 452 516 580 593
M 413 442 493 561 611
L 293 408 494 573 698
lowa S 516 615 723 848 855
] %06 539 623 8 845
L 501 542 635 73 L kY]
Haine S 21t 306 441 667 1043
N 302 ni 424 457 472
L 1n¢ 404 469 587 164
Michigan S 21% 44 S14 676 862
M 444 (31 492 m P2Y]
L 220 (1.3 588 ) 1392
Minnesota S N [31.) 536 766 1189
M 7 4)9 55?7 726 2010
L 405 469 551 634 1031
Mississippl s 269 294 362 405 a2
M 26% 270 318 423 (131
L 265 265 28) 3g6 38
NebLraska ] 380 LY] | 100 943 4210
b 326 (3] 524 725 928
L 248 352 482 685 1915
New Hampshire S 443 415 €04 633 €15
M 397 402 453 554 627
L 402 (Y3 471 583 590
New York s 669 858 972 1129 1653
M 638 813 950 1100 1570
L 844 992 1197 1788 2107
Oregon ] 629 —— 4 —— 1441
M 561 603 709 1024 1328
L s A8) 605 830 1152
Peansylvania S 546 552 613 692 ns
M 435 S04 $61 642 681
L 386 582 652 839 1031
South Carolina § m 334 366 A1) A20
.| 328 328 328 (1Y) (1Y)
L 17 359 386 A16 1113
tieah $ 4y (31 599 1138 1135
N (%3] ——— (% )] o Ay
L 449 449 520 $81 581
Visconsin s 338 (1% 510 165 939
M 408 512 593 (1} sie
L 23¢ Y 660 8y 118?

169



S —

155.

Since the property tax s the principal producer of revenue for public
school operations, an analysis of the tax base fn the districts within the
forty-eight reglons is useful. 1In fact, the disparities in adility to
support public education s the primary varfable which {s examined in the
seven models fn this chapter. Some of the basfc data for this analysis
are shown in Tadble 5.4. The relationship of assessed value to market value
fs of no particular concern here. The reported figures for each state were
used on the assusption that practices within states are somewhat uniform.
However, states differ markedly fn assessment practices. Therefore, the
data fn Table 5.4 should not be used for making comparisons between states.

Agafn, comparisons withfn states at the tenth and ninetieth percentiles
ceem to be most valid. Thus eliminating the extremes, the situatfon {is
still one of great disparity. 1In forty-four of the forty-efght reglons the
district at the ninetfeth percentile has at least twice as much wealth dehind
each pupil as the dfistrict at the tenth petcertile, The median ratfo detween
the tenth and nintfeth percentile i{s approximately four to one.

The tax rates for current expense are shown {n Table 5.5. A comparison
of the spread btetween the district reported for the tenth percentile and the
district for the ninetieth percentile in each region shows that s wide varfa-
tion existe, The spread {n twenty-seven regicns fs more than two-to-one and
i{n €i{fteen regions the ratio is three-to-one, These observations raise
potentfal legsl questions akin to the "equsl opportunity” sufts now popular
in several states. In this instance the questfon here pertains to unequal
applicetion of a state tax, Sfnce courts uniformly hold that school taxes
! are state taxes, regardless of the Jocus of collection or levy, one can
argue that such taxes smust de uniform on all subjects similarily situated.
This question has never been tested in the ¢tourts, but the data {n Table
5,5 suggests that it may be worth asking.

Table 5.6 s a sumnation and slightly different treatment of the data
vhich is reported in Tables 5.3, 5.4, and 5,5. A comparison of data was
made betveen the districts at the tenth and niretfcth percentiles in each

! of the forty-efght regions. The range of ratfos vas greatest for valuation
i per pupil and szallest for current expenditure. The medians of the ratios
are shown at the botto: of the tabdle.

Models Tested
The data presented earlier in this chapter demonstrates the problea of

offering equal educational opportunities to all students. Educational nceds
and vealth sre not distriduted uniformly. R&ven Herculean efforts by tax-
payers (n sowe districts aimply will not conpensate for the differences in
abilfty to support schools, Moreover, further expansion of local school
districts s but a gartial solution. Lsrge sections within states are often
plagued by relative poverty, The tax potential of mlti-county reglons and
the entire state are needed to achieve equalization.

This section exaaines seven different approaches to achieving vatying
degrees of equalitatfon In the 1966 school districts in the forty-eight
regions vhich are included (o this stwdy. the first four sodels test the
{mpact of transfetring all or s portioa of the local tax levy to the tegion,
Bach disttict, tegardlesa of fta level of expenditsre, would be permitted to
shift a fixed percent of fts levy to the teglon where a unifors tax on all
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{ Table 5.4
Range in Assessed Valuation Per Pupil
Within the Forty-eight Regicns for 1967-68

Size of

State Region Low 10 Percentile Median 90 Percentile High
California $ $2,94) $ 5,848 $12,923 $73,667 $205,933
M 2,156 8,012 17,301 55,714 229,304

L 2,322 5,939 13,708 50,445 176,895

Colorado s 4,223 4,447 10,019 27,827 88,956
) H 5,887 7,985 15,189 38,448 78,497
{ L 4,299 4,681 8,616 22,296 32,099
Indfana S 5,766 7,263 9,391 12,472 13,978
M 6,001 6,831 9,529 11,671 16,398
L 4,840 5,520 7,797 10,374 15,362

Towa s 7,026 9,542 14,620 19,248 23,926
M 6,808 1,407 9,290 14,066 27,023

L 4,860 6,746 9,566 14,890 17,756

Mafne S 4,238 5,909 11,382 29,966 41,885
M 4,824 6,135 9,537 15,508 21,622

L 4,629 7,292 11,495 21,105 45,451

ichigan S 7,885 10,228 14,910 25,926 41,927
M 5,860 6,117 8,577 20,567 22,289

1 5,260 8,088 12,249 23,589 83,940

Minnesota s 3,188 4,356 8,331 26,759 98,400
M 6,612 8,016 12,692 36, N4 212,909

L 2,076 1,848 6,775 27,381 137,600

Hississippt S 1,719 3,069 3,986 6,582 6,601
M 2,523 2,680 3,948 10,008 11,971

L 2,868 2,868 3,378 11,970 11,970

Nedraska S 7,938 10,176 17,068 66,511 177,000
| 1,091 7,586 19,536 39,059 49,466

L 3,641 8,638 24,719 54,083 158,846

Nev Hampshire s 24,760 27,411 61,149 §3,707 110,075
M 12,927 24,360 29,421 40,559 49,846

L 16,268 21,439 27,611 39,357 40,090

New York $ 4,755 6,276 12,486 28,013 64,838
N S, 724 8,292 13,648 29,724 51,885

L 12,136 17,332 30,616 14,947 161,174

Oregon s 5,696 67,039 186,318
.| 20,4%8 21,269 40,726 89,566 78,893

L 12,035 15,106 21,892 68,1584 127,424

Pennsylvania £ 6,5% 7,260 8,4% 12,)1% 12,651
N S,716 6,606 10, 242 16,381 24,572

L 13,219 16,872 24,039 43,115 92,178

South Carolfna s 169 1177 924 1,63 1,549
] 1,071 ,0n 1,465 5,669 5,469

L 1,248 1,349 1,818 2,567 2,81)

Vtah 3 3,468 3,460 6,117 9,363 §,36)
N 4,154 S, 23 $,8%

L ), 638 3,838 8,114 11,198 11,198

visconain 8 12,264 11,410 27,30 201,810 225,88
N 12,021 14,469 21,524 29,348 43,838

1 3,168 21,572 34,476 19,407 168,275
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Tadle 5.9

for 1967-19%8

$ies of

gtats Reglon Lov 10 Percentils Median 90 Percentile Bigh
Californts L 10.0 12.8 17.3 M. 3.
X 10.1 13.2 16.4 32.2 (178 }
L 8.8 16.? 22.% .0 4.9
Colorado ] 9.3 10.0 .1 3.0 .0
X 10.0 18.0 6.3 . 0.6
L 19.) 3.0 40,2 4.0 42,0
todisna ] 3.9 3.9 (I8} (1N} 1.6
X 22,0 25.2 35,8 A2 46,9
L 2.6 N1 40.9 ) $3.0
leve ] 2.0 ¥, N0 49,7 $3.2
3 1.} 40,1 4.9 36.4 58,9
L M. 38.? 4.6 5.8 80.1
Yaime ] 9.3 14,8 A 3.7 [T )
X 19.7 22,8 6.4 .1 38,3
L 12.1 19.0 .0 38.7 .0
Xichigen ] 4.0 7.3 10.0 14.9 16.0
X 3.2 5.3 10.2 3,8 23.4
L 2.0 [N ] 16.1 2.8 29.)
Nisnesots ] 13.0 3.0 8.0 1M.0 163.0
X 3.0 9.0 92,0 110.0 121.0
3 9.0 26,0 1088 142,0 193.0
Nisetssippl s 18,0 18.9 2.0 3.0 n.s
X 23,0 23,2 5.0 20,0 3.0
L 20 3.0 25,0 20,0 28.0

Nebzasha ] 6,2 14.4 20.7 457 56.
n 15.0 16.0 A 2.3 1.9
L 10.9 17.¢ 8.9 M2 6.6

Bev Taspohire s 71 7.4 1.8 12.0 19.1
n () 7.9 16.8 7.0 2.1
| 8 3.3 $.0 16,2 19.0 19.4
ew Terk s 14,3 32,8 ".s 163.3 198.0
u n.e [T ] 9.2 176.9 215.8
L 35.6 3. 157.6 1.6 3538
Gtegon ] 4.0 5.0 1.9
n S.4 7.4 13.3 2.4 2.0
| 8 6.2 5.2 1.6 1.0 n.d
Pesnsylvania ] 9.0 9.9 . 18.3 0.4
n 5.0 $.1 117 17.% 0.1
L 3.9 12,8 17.2 .4 $6.0
South Coareling ] M0 oS0 5.0 .0 79.0
n n.e 3.0 $1.0 3.3 3.9
[ S .0 8.0 7.8 ..
Ftad ) [3 9] (3 N } 49.1 52.6 5.6
n 9.0 $3.9 34,3
| S N L P $1.0 $9.0 39.0
wiseonsla s 1.9 3.4 12,9 16,5 12,0
n 10.3 12,7 15.1 17.0 12.0
| 8 [} 7.4 14,7 12.0 17.9
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Table 3.6
Ratio Betveen the District at the Teoth Percentile and the District of the

Ninetieth Percentile Within Esch Region on Selected Criteria

Assessed

Current

Current

Expenditures
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159.

of the assessed valuation would be levied.

A conceptual weakness of these four models fa readily spparent. The
high expenditure districts vould shift a greater dollsr tax levy to the
region than the districts with more modest costs. However, the high posi-
tive correlatfon between wealth and expenditure levels suggests that the
districts vhich would recefve a higher dollar return from the region would
also contribute more through the uniform regfonal levy. As shown in Tadle
5.6 the verfability in wealth is far greater than it {s in the level of
expenditure. Therefore, the equalizing effect of models 1, 2, 3, and & s
apparent. Moreover, these models may have wore political sppesl than ™Robin
Hood" plsns vhich simply take from the rich snd give to the poor.

MHodel five examinea s slightly different concept. In this case a
uniform reglonal tax would de levied to produce revenue equsl to the
aversge per pupil unit expenditure for current expense in the several dfs-
tricts of tbe region, Districts vishing to spead mora mondy than the average
for the region would be granted local tax feeway to do so., The average
cost vould be fncreased annually fn this feshion. Of course, districts
that vere unvilling or unadle to levy local taxes would be allowed to
linit expeadftures to the average of the region or a lover level.

Models six ané seven sre conceptually fdenticsl, 1n both instances a
uniform tax would be levied with the proceeds of such tax distriduted to
tha districts on a flst grant bssfs, MNodel six tests the effect of such s
tax of aufffcient magnitude to produce $100 per pupil tn aversge dsily
attendance, Tha impact of a one mill uniform tax is tested in model seven.

Analysis of the Seven els

Models 1, 2, 3, AE% & provided for a shifting of 25, 50, 73, and 100
percent, respectively, of the local levy for current expense to a unifora
regfonal property tax. Net current expeise vss computed as the difference
betveen reported current expenditure and state aid for the ssme purpose,
The property tax rate that would be tequired to rsfse that amount of money
ves calculated for each dfstrict. This tax rste was compared vith the rate
wvhich was derived in the fashion Jdescribed sbove. The derived tax rate
vis the sum of the local and regionsl tax rates for each of the wodels,
The fmpact of models 1, 2, 3, and & follows.

HODEY, OFE -~ Ywenty-Five Petcent Regional and Seventy:five
Rercent tLocal Sharing

The potential maximum changes {n lotal tax rates that would result from
a shifting of 25 percent of the cutrent expense levy from the local distefcts
to the tegion are shown in Tadle 3.7. The required regional rstes vere added
to the reduced 1ocal rates in cooputing the anticipated changes.

The regfonal tax rste necesssry to support 25 percent of the current
expense tudgets In the seversl districts in each region {s also shown in
Table 3.7, Since assessment preciices vsry grestly betveen ststes, sil
coopsrisons should be 1imited to the three reglons vithin s single stste,
Genetslly, the vsriations {n tsx rstes betveen the snall, medivm, snd large
tegions would be rather {nsignificant, Rowever, In wost states the highest
regtonsl tax levies would be in the regions with the largest tumder of students.
in attendante. XNississippi snd South %nolim are exceptions to this generalirs.
t‘M-
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Table 5,7
High and Low Tax Rates Within Regions Before and After Alternative
Tax Plan Nuaber One with the Kumber of Decreases and Incremsen

Requirad District
Regional Higheat Rate Lovest Rate  Recefving Largest

State Region  Rate Before After Before After Decr. Incr. Decr. Incr,
Califorotla s 8.5 48.1 M8 19,3 2.0 [} 1 (IS . 8 |
.} 8.9 4.6 49,8 161 2.0 1 3] 48 A8

L 8.3 50.1 46,0 17.2 2.6 & [ }] L 7% B ¥ |

Colorado S 1.0 80,7 7.6 19.0 25.) 6 16 %.2 6.
] 10.% 60.9 56.1 1w, 2.0 10 " A8 6.9

t 12,0 68.1 631 2.4 296 9 10 5.0 6.2

todtana H . A2.7 40,9 29.4 0.9 S ? 1.8 1.3
.} 8.4 42.) 0.1 20,2 23,8 S 6 2.2 3

L 10.3 2.4 A% 12,1 194 11 b} .8 1)

lova 3 10.7 82.7 128 28,8 32.) ? " 9.9 35
] 12.) 69.8 64,6 26,9 2.4 5 9 5.2 3.6

L 134 8.7 MN2.2 3.3 %8 17 L)} 6.5 3.6

Maine - (18] »”.8 . 2.7 6.6 22 20 4,9 119
] 6.7 38,6 35.¢ 5.8 1.0 S 1) 3.0 %2

t 1.3 32.0 351 2.4 9.1 1) 1) 1.9 6.7

Michigan H [ 1% ] 9.1 26.8 $.4 8.9 9 26 2.4 )6
n 6.0 32,0 0.1 13,0 158 ¥ 17 v 2.t

L 6.2 40,3 Va2 1.4 7.3 S8 63 6.1 5.9

Mlonesots ] 9.7 9.5 8¢ 3.7 8.8 23 j I LTS B N
] 8.4 8,2 A8 4.8 12,0 2 [ 1) .7 1.2

t 9.0 134.9 110.0 9 138 M 19 23.9 0.6

Misglostppl s 9.3 N4 6. 23,4 26,9 ? 6 10,0 4
] 1) 2.8 50.7 0.1 2.4 [ ] [ 20

L $.2 AS.2 M2 16,5 19.1 ¢ 2 6 N

Pebtarka 3.6 7.8 43S 7.0 188 1% 29 &) 1.8
] 11.4 8.1 7.7 12,1 20,9 [ 13 10,4 8.4

t 1.4 128.7 105.0 40 w4 12 7 19,7 10.4

Rev Rampibite ] 2,3 16,2 1.6 5.6 6.0 ] S 1.6 1.0
N A0 A 192 9.0 0.7 S ] .1 1.0

L 3. 0.9 18,8 1M 1 N 1 1.9 N}

New Yotk ] 5.6 5.3 34,8 10,2 133 13 28 10 30O
] L 7% ] 2.8 A)? 3.4 67 ¥ 13 2.0 )

L 5.3 $3.3 AL 8.0 1.4 ¢ [} ] 8.3 3

Otegon | ) 32 15.9  15.1 6.0 . 2 ) Y )
" 3.2 .9 21,9 $.3 .3 10 ? 3.0 1.8

L 1 | NG 26 6.2 .6 % n &6 1.8

Penasylvanis ] 3) 161 15 1.1 8.6 ? ) 4 18
| 1. 16,0 15.) 7.4 8.0 ? 4 BN}

L 5.0 22,9 0.2 18,3 132 H 3 RN )

South Cotelisn 8 na 2331 204,83 "6 1043 1N $ 26,6 6.7
| 23.9 100.2 1959, M %4 S & 1.2 1

L 23.0 13,6 1239 45,6 7.1 9 ¢ 10,7 1.8

(474 ] ] 8.9 oS, (TN ] 9.7 na S ) [ 7% T Y }
| s.8 .0 N9 2.9 N8 ) 1 o7 N}

[ 8 8.9 .8 A2 8.5 . 4 ) 2.2 1.8

wistondin 3.2 22,9 0.4 3.3 5.6 19 n .3 03
| 3.? 2.7 2.8 0.4 11,8 ) n 1.9 1.1

[ & 3.0 W 0 1.7 126 » ? 2.8 s
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MODEL TWO - Fifty Percent Regional and
Fifty Percent Local Sharing

The tesults of the analysis for model two ate shown in Table 5.8, The
number of distrfcts that would experience fncreases and decreases in total
school taxes would be the same as in Model One. As expected, the sfze and
percent of the changes were in each f{nstance just double the size of the
corresponding figutes under Model One. Also, the necessary regional tax
rate would be two times gtreater than the rate for Model One.

MODEL THREE - Seventy-five Percent Regfonal and
Twenty-five Percent Local Sharing

tfter the net local expenditure for current expcnse was calculated, as
explained earlier, seventy-five percent of that amount was shiftod to the
region to be rafsed by a uniform regtonal property tax. The tequired ree
gional levy was the gsame as combining the levy needed for Models One and Two.
The districts that would experience decteases and incteases under this plan
would be the same as those under the two other models. The percents of
fncrease and percents of decrease under this plan were the same as the com-
bined figures for Models One and Two. Under this plan the total levy in each
district would move rather close to a uniform t-te for all districts. A
tadulstion of- the expected results of Model Three atre shown in Tadble 5.9.

MODEL, FOUR - One Hundred Percent Regxfonal Taxatfon

For this wodel, all of the net local current expense would be shifted
to the region snd supported dy a unifsra tax levy oo the total property tax
bsse. The required regionsl levy was cslculsted fn the same manner as the
method used {n the three previous models. Again, the districts with adbove
aversge wealth vould experience tax incresses vhile those of less weslth
would receivi tax decresses. The tax decreases {n some districts with this
model would equal or exceed the cslculsted regional rate, Also, some dise
tricts would experfence tax incresses of over ninety percent of the regional
tste, Tsble 5.10 summarires the changes sssociated with Model Four.

MODEL FIVE - Remrfonal Support for Net Cutrent Expense
Equsl to the Mesn in the Repion

Medel Five corrects some of the conceptusl limitations inhere.t in the
flrse four models, 1In the esrlier models, districts thst exceeded pean local
expenditures for the region vere permitted to shift a grester dollar levy to
the region than the disteicts with lowver levels of expenditute. Model Five
ptoposes 8 uniform regional tsx levy to support all distefcts st the mean
level of expenditure for the region. Districts choosing to maintain higher
levels of expenditute would hsse to depend on 1ocal taxes for that portion
of their revenue, The equaliring {mpsct of this model s sppsrent because
distericts with high vsluations would be required to share their weslth with
their less fortunste neighbors. Since these more fsvored districts would
normally operate at above average costs, and prodadly choose to increase such
costs annually, the mean for the region would becowe higher each year.

T
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sﬁ Table 5.8
$ High and Lov Tax Rates Within Regiona Before and After Alternative
§ Tax Plan Nuober Two With the Wumber of Decreases and Increates
?! Required District
! Regional Highest Rate Lovest Rate Recelving Largest
' State Region  Rate Before After Before After Decr. 1mer. Dect. Ince.
¢ ltfornia s 11.0 48,1 41.0 19.3  26.6 8 n 12 U S )
N 17.7 56,6 45.0 6.1 25,2 1 23 9.6 9.7
t 16.9 50.1 42,0 17.2 2.5 60 42 81 8
Colorado H 2.0 80.7 62.4 19.0 3.6 [} 16 18,3 12,5
.} 20.9 60.% 5103 4.1 28,0 10 1?7 9.5 13.8
L 4.1 60.1 58,1 .4 5.8 L 10 9.9 12.4
Indlana H t2.7 4.7 319.1 9.4 2.4 S ? 3.6 30
.} 16.7 42,3 .0 20,2 26.8 S [ [ I W }
t 20.6 52.4 46,8 12.1 28,7 n 38 5.5 4.6
tova s 0.4 82,7 62.8 35.9 359 7 17 199 24
N 24,6 9.8 59,4 6.9 30 S % 10,3 Na
L 6.3 78,1 658 0.3 M6 1 41 131 1.
Maine s 9.1 7.8 3.2 2.7 15,8 2 20 8 27
N 13.4 e 327 5.6 163 S 14 5.9 10.5
i 18.7 37.0 280 2.6 0.4 13 13 3.9 138
Mithigan s 9.8 9.1 .4 sS4 128 L 6 [ )
; .} 12,0 32,0 2.0 13.0 186 ? 17 4.0 5.8
L 12.% 9. »Na .4 13,2 58 63 12,2 11,8
Mitnnesots s 19.4 98.5 687 3.7 2.3 s 3 208 1.8
M 16.7 4.2 0.8 A8 191 [ 5.4 14
L 19.7 14.9 8.1 &y 2.1 W 19 4.8 12.2
Mississippl H 18.6 7.4 2.3 5.4 N, H b 0.1 6.9
N 4.7 $7.8 43¢ 20,1 2.8 [} 8 14,2 46
L 10.% 4.2 1A 18,5 187 [} 1.2 1.2
Nebraska H 19.2 M. 351 7.0 227 1% 29 16.7 15.7
N 2.8 87.1  45.3 1.1 28,8 [ ] 13 20.8 6.7
1 2.9 128.7  85.2 4.0 .9 12 1 IS 0.
Kev Hanpshite H &9 16,2 13.0 5.8 1.8 ] S 3,2 0
N 7.9 20.6 10,1 9.0 1.4 L] ] 2,2 3
L 6.3 0.5 12.8 1n3 12,2 1 1 3.0 .9
Kew York s 11.2 5.3 A)8 10,2 16,3 18 L LI | DTN N §
.} 8,) 52.8 .7 34 10.1 13 181 6.6
L 10.9 $5.3 38,6 8.0 14,9 76 43 167 2.0
Otegon H 6.3 15.9 18,9 6.0 9.2 H 3 1.6 )
N [ 2% .9 182 5.% 9. 1 ? 5.0 3.7
L 6.4 Nns 2.1 6.2 9.5 3 n 9.3 13
Pennsylvania s 6.5 16,0 4.6 7.4 10.1 ? 3 1.% 30
.} b.¢ 16,0 14,8 .4 100 2 ) L 2.9
L 10.0 12,9 0.8 143 1. 2 ) 1.5 2.9
South Cotolina § 61.3 133.1 17199 9.9 M2 1 5 33 V.
N (YY) 180.2 132.8 L1908 B 1 7S | 5 & .4 2.2
| 8 4.9 1H.6 1132 45.6 68,7 L ¢ N4 .
Ttah ] 1.7 £5.3  %0.¢ M1 e b) ] Ay 20
n 17.6 38.0 M. M. 3 1 i.e V22
t 12.8 4.5 0.1 .3 na 4 ) [N T )
wiscondin $ 6.4 22.9 1. 3.5 5.2 V9 1n Lo W2
.} 1.5 2.7 .8 10.4 12.6 39 1 3.y 20}
t 7.7 6,7 24 n.7 1.6 ? 5.6 1.9
3
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Table 3.9
Righ and Lov Tax Rates Within Regions Befora and Aftar Alteraative
Tax Plan Nusber Threa with the Nuober of Decreasan and Increases
Required Disteict
Reglonal Highast Rate Lowvest Rate Recefving largest
State Region  Rate Bafore After DBefore After Decr., Incr. Decr. locr,
Californta H 25.% A1 0.8 19.3 .3 8 1 10,6 11.0
.} 26,6 54,6 40.) 16.1 .6 1 23 16,4 165
L 3.4 50.1  97.9 1.2 297 &0 42 12,2 12,8
Colorado H .1 80,7 33.) 19.0 7.8 6 16 22.5 18.8
n N4 60.9 46,6 5.1 A9 10 17 14,3 20.8
5 L 36.1 8.1 53.2 3.4 02,0 9 10 1.9 18,6
1odlana H 26.6 2.7 D 9.4 .0 5 ? 5.4 4.8
] 235.1 a2.3 5.2 0.2 Y. ) [} 6.7 9.9
L 31.0 52, &A1 12,1 W0 1l 3 3,3 2.9
lowa H .2 82.7 52,9 8.8 .4 ? 17 29.8 10.¢
.1 36.8 65,8 54,3 6.9 A).6 S 9 15.% 16,7
L 3.4 78.7  59.1 3.9 A0 17 A1 1%.6 16,7
Maloe H 13.6 nay N2 2.7 2.6 2 20 14,8 11,8
.} 20,7 38.6 29.7 5.8 2.5 b] 14 8.9 13,7
L 22,0 »n.0 230 .4 Wy 1) 13 5.3 20,2
Kichigan s 1.7 9.1 2.0 S.4 161 9 26 7.4 100
N 18.1 32,0 26,1 1.0 2. ? n 6.0 3.
L 187 49.3 .0 1.4 191 58 65 18.3 17.6
Ninneaota {3 29.1 8.5 330 LT % T} B AL, 2604
L} 23.1 .2 361 00 25 [}] 8.1 2.
i 9.3 1%.9 63,2 A9 N M 19 .6 235.9
Niseinnippt H 7.9 7.4 A2 04 N2 7 6 0,1 10
° X 22.0 7.8 3.5 0 2.1 [} 8 2.3 6.9
L 15.? 45,2 22,0 18,5  20.) [ 2 1.2 1.0
Febrarka s 28.8 M. 6.8 7.0 .6 16 9 25.0 2.6
n N2 a4 12 W2 ] 1y N2 5.1
L M) 124,72 65,5 &0 3. 1 1 582 )
i New Nampshita s 7.4 16,2 11,4 $.8 3.0 [ b] 4,7 10
| ¥ 1.9 .4 12,0 9.0 1.2 S [ 3.3 8.2
' L .8 0.5 1,9 1,3 1 D 1 5.6 1.3
! New York H 16.8 5.3 1 10,2 19.) 13 L I Y B N
n 12.3 5.8 23,7 34 14 1 2720 99
i 16.4 5.3 3.2 5.0 104 N8 43 25.0 10,3
Otagon s 9.9 15.9 15,0 6.0 1.1 ? 3 2,8 5.0
X 9.7 M,9 13,4 5.5 109 1o ? 9.0 5.6
L 9.6 N4 17,4 6.2 1.2 5 N 1.9 A
Pennsylvantia H 1 8 ) 16.1 13,8 7.1 1. ? ) .Y A
X 9.9 16.0 13,9 4 a2 ? 4 | X TS |
L 15.0 2.9 2.0 16.3 0.6 ? 3 .2 A
Soeth Catolina 8 9.0 133.1 135),) .8 120.0 11 5 79.9 Wa
L} n.e 180.2 116.? 1.0 N 3 4 e3¢ M0
L 0.9 14.6 102,83 43.6 .3 9 [ 1 7% U S
Ctak s 2.6 45.) 3.9 9.7 W0 ) 3 7.4 .
L] 1.3 30,0 %0 N9 N2 ] 1 .1 1.8
L HA [IYE I N .5 N} 4 4 6.7 3.
wisconsia s 9.6 2.9 15.4 3.3 10,3 19 1" 1.5 Lo
n 1,2 .7 1.9 10.4 13,8 ¥ 17 5.9 s
1 1n.¢ ¢ 1 1.7 1.5 ? 8.4 28
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; Table 5.10
H High end Lov Model Tax Retes Within Repions Before eod After Alteranative
‘ Tax Model Numbar Four with the Nuaber of Decreeses eod 1ncresses
{ Required Distriet
! Regional _Righest pete %v_ut Rate Receiving  Largest
y State Region 3Rste Sefore After Before After Decr, 1locr, Decr, lIncr.
: Califoraie H 3.0 A8.1 M0 19.3 34,0 8 11 t4.1 14,6
] 3.3 $4.6 35,8 16,1 35,5 11 3 19.2 19
L .9 0.1 139 1.2 ) & 42 16,2 16,7
Coloredo s .1 80.7 &1 19.0 441 6 16 6.7 2%.1
L] 4.0 60,9 1.8 161 4.0 10 17 19 22
L L1 2% 68.1 48.2 23,4 482 9 10 19.9 2.8
Tedtene $ 35,8 2.7 955 9.4 383 S ? .2 6
N N4 42,3 1 0.2 .4 5 () 8.9 Va2
L ) 52.4 4103 12,1 413 11 3% 11 1,2
i 1ove s 42.9 82,1 2.9 20,8 A2 1 17 3%8 W1
| N 491 69.8 491 269 A% S 9 20,7 N2
L 52.3 18,0 528 0.0 sns 1 a1 26,2 22,3
Kaipe s 18.1 37,8 1841 2 181 22 0 19,7 15.4
] 26.0 30,6 38,6 5.8 )¢ S 1 1. 2.0
L 29.) 2.0 .0 2,4 N0 1) 1) 7.7 269
Nichigen s 19.6 9.1 2.1 s.4 2941 9 26 9.5 14)
] LLTY 3.0 3.0 13,0 2.0 ? 17 8,0 11.0
i 0.9 49.) 49.) 1.4 493 ¢ 65 24,4 2.8
Mianesote s 3.9 8.5 9.3 3. %85 M8 38 50,6 082
.} 3.4 4.2 M2 4.8 M2 45 10.3 28,6
L 9.4 134.9 1%, 4.9 139 M 19 95,3 WM,
Niosisoippl ] 3.2 7.4 N0 ne 1.4 ? 4 &0,2 1010
] 29.4 57,8  32.8 2.1 520 ] 8 208 9.2
L 20,9 43.2 43,2 18.5 43,2 [] 2 .3 28
Rebteske s 8.3 1.8 1.0 1.0 7.8 16 2 3.4 N8
] 45,3 7.1 8.1 12,1 #8741 ] 13 4.6 4
L [I ) 1207 1822 40 1402 12 2 18,9 M2
Rev Banpshire s 9.0 16,2 16.2 5.0 18,2 ) 3 6.3 41
N 15.9 0.4 2,4 9.0 20.4 S ] 43 6.0
L 1.0 2.5 20.3 1.y 2,5 13 1 7.3 1.2
Nev York $ 2.4 5.3  65.) 10,2 €3.) 18 H TR BTN
L] 16,2 52,8 2.8 3.4 S0 ) 13 . 12
L 2.9 33,3 3%.) 8.0 550 ¢ 4 14 1
Oregon 3 12,6 15.9 15,9 6.0 15.0 H ) 3.3 e
N 12.9 0.9 W 5.3 M9 10 ? 1.0 1.4
L 12.0 e NN 6.2 N4 N 21 1.6 66
Pennsylvenie ] 1)1 16.1 161 .1 161 H b} 3.0 3.
n 13,2 16.0 160 .4 16,0 2 ) 2.9 s
L 0.1 22,9 2.9 14,) 228 2 ) .9 .0
South Ceroling 8 1267 25,1 M1 " 231t 1 S 106,5 26,8
] 9.3 180,21 180.2 M 18,2 S [T 'Y T8 |
1 9.8 3.6 1.4 43.6 1.6 9 6 A28 A8
Uteh ] 35,3 A5.3 430 1.7 A3 5 ) 9.0 32
n 38.) 8.0 3.0 32,9 W0 ) i A4 42
L 35.6 [T ' | 2.5 WS [ ) [ ) 5.9 11
wisconsin ] 12,9 2.9 1.9 3.3 29 19 11 10,0 9.4
] 14,9 2, 19 10,4 227 ¥ 1 O I N )
L 15,8 6.7 8. 1.2 27 X L2 P B 8
}
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The tax implications of Model Five are shewm in Tatle 5.11. Both
wealth and expenditure levels were factors in {dentifyirg districts with
tax {ncreases or decreases., For instance, a wealthy district with a low
expenditure level wculd experfierce a greater tax increare than a comparadble
district with highet coste, Alao, a poor district with a high local tax
rate would get a larger reduction in taxes than such a district with more
modest taxes,

The equalieing effect of Model Five would be more pronounced than was
the case in the first four modela. Generally, the low expenditure districts
would experience sraller tax increases or even recefve tax reductions, often
of a rather siecble nature. This indicates that auch diatricta are now
making & greater than average effort to support achools, yet their costs are
below the mean for the region. Model Five is compared further with other
models later in this chapter.

MODEL SIX - Regional Support for $100 per ADA

Model Six would use the combined regional tax base to ratse $100 for
each pupil. Thia plan would aid the lov expenditure districta and districts
with below average valuation for each pupil (generally the same districts),
The $100 would represent a large ahare of the current expense in auch dia-
tricta, Assuning that the revenue from thia regional,tax would be in addition
to other income, districts could efther increase their expenditures or decrease
local school taxes. Table 5.1% fllustrates further the equaliting impact of
Model Six.

MODEL SEVEN ~ One Mill Regfonal Tax

This mudel, 1ike Xodel Six, would deal directly with the prodlea of
unequal rasources between districta within regions, While the chne mill
levy {s saall, and vas used here merely to test the model, it 12 now clear
that a larger regional tax vate would have a tendency to equalize tax rates
and expenditures within regions. Also, thia model clearly reveals the
relative vealth betveen regfons within a state, Such {nformatfon would de
essentfal £f state afda wvere to be distridbuted according to the wealth of
the reglon.

Sinte several states are mov considering regional taxing proposals with
various charges in state 2id formulas, the relationship betveen the aite of
regiona, as measured by pupil population, and wealth were exsained tn Model
Seven, The large regions, vhieh include the major cities, posaess the most
astessed valuation per pupil fa Calfforals, Mississippi, Wev York, Penasylvania,
Utah and Viacon:in. the large regions in Indians, tova, WNebrasks, and Otegon
heve the least amount of adility to support education with the property tax.
The small regions are the most favored in lowa, Mafne, Kichigan, Nedraska, and
Nev Rampshire. The gmall regions with the least amount of preperty valustions
were found in Coloradn, Minnesota, Misaissippi, New York, Pennsylvania and
South Carolina.

e ratfo of the smallest number of dollars per pupil 1n ADA ratsed by
ont afli in a reglon to the largeet amdount produced by the sase tax rate fn
another region fa the sane state wos Calculated. This teat was wsed to
exaaine the distridbutlon of wealth per pupil in ADA vithln the sisteen states
fa the sample. A tatio of one-to-one would indicate that the three regions
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Table 35,11
lidgh ané Low Tax Rates Within Regf{ons Before and After Alternative

% Tax Plan Fumber Five with the Number of Decreases and Increases
t
i Required T Districe
§ Regional Highest Rate Lowest Rate Receiving Largest
f State Region Rate Before After Before After Decr. Incr., De¢. Incr.
13
i California S 3.5 48,1 44,7 19,3 31.5 9 10 8,1 18.5
! M 31.3 54,6 53.2 16,1 31,3 11 23 21,7 22.5
. L 29,7 50.1 53.1 17.2 29,7 58 44 20,4 22.7
LR Colorade s 38.0 0.7 55.8 19.0 138.0 7 15 42,7 34.1
o ’ M 38.6 60.9  54.7 14,1 33,6 9 18 22.3 32,7
j L 42.7 68.1 63.1 23.4 42,7 13 6 25.3 28.6
Indf{ana s 32.4 42,7 42,4 29,4 Jl.4 ? 3 7. 9.8
] 32.0 42,3 42,8 20.2 32.0 5 6 10,4 12,5
L 38.8 52,4 57.3 12.1 38.8 12 3% 13.3 26,7
Towa 5 39.9 82,7 52.4 28.8 39.9 8 16 38.0 17.0
M 46,2 69.8 5%,2 26,9 46.2 5 9 17.0 30.3
L 50.4 78.7 69.8 30,3 50.4 18 40 27.9 25.2
; Maine H 14.6 37.8 35 2,7 4.6 22 20 23,2 11.9
: L 22,8 38.6 30.6 5.8 22.8 L] 13 %5 17.0
i L 7.8 37.0  29.5 2.4 27.8 12 14 9.2 25.5
Michigan S 17.6 29,1 33,3 5.4 17.6 10 25 5,3 12.2
M 18.7 32,0 28.7 13.0 18.7 13 11 12.§ 5.6
L 21.9 49.3 36,7 1.4 21.9 66 57 27.4 20.5
Minresota S 34.6 §8.5 78,2 3,7 3.6 25 3B 55.5 20.9
M 0.6 44.2 44,4 4.8 30.6 23 46 11.2  29.0
L 3.4 134.9 55.2 4.9 34.4 45 15 100.5 32.0
* Miss{ssippt s 3.4 17.4 45,0 23,4 3.4 7 6 43,9 10.0
M 26.5% 57.8 41.6 20.1 26.5 8 8 31.3 10.2
L 16.7 45,2 22,3 18.5 16.7 7 1 28.5 3.9
Nebraska S 36.0 71.8  58.6 7.0 36.0 14 31 34,4 2.3
M 43.2 87.1 61.8 12,1 43.2 6 15 30.1 32,7
L 46.7 124.7  67.6 4.0 44.7 B 76 B0.0 40.4
New Hampshire S 9.2 16.2  10.4 5.8 9.2 4 7 1.0 4.2
M 14.7 20,4 19,5 9.0 14.7 5 6 1.8 5.7
L 12.7 20,5 16.2 11.3 12.7 11 3 1.8 1.4
New York s 17.0 65.3 45.8 10.2 17.0 30 13 48.3 11.7
). | 14,3 52,8 23.7 3.4 14,3 41 11 33.8 10.¢
L 18.5 55.3  41.4 8.0 18.5 67 52 16,9 4.5
COregon S 11.9 15,9 20.2 6.0 11,9 2 3 4.0 9.1
. ¥ 11.9 24,9 15.5 5.5 11,9 9 8 10.5 9.2
L 12.2 1.4 19,0 6.2 12,2 49 23 12,8 8.
Pennsylvania 5 11.4 16.1 15.5 7.1 11,4 2 3 2,0 4,
M 11,5 16.0 15.4 7.4 11.5 3 3 37 4,
L 18.5 22.% 21.8 14,3 18.5 2 3 3.4 4,2
South Carclfna S 118.6 233.1 159.5 39.8 11B.6 12 4 99.7 18.8
M 86.4 180.2 !01.2 41.1 B6.4 b 4 91,8 5¢
L 87.4 134.6 112.9 45.6 87.4 9 6 471.2 41,
Utah 3 32.0 45.3  55.4 29.7 32.0 4 4 7.0 0.1
M 33.7 8.0 40.7 32,9 337 1 I 4.4 4.2
L 0.1 44.5  42.3 28.5 30.1 4 4 14,4 9.4
Wisconsin s 11.2 22.9 16.8 3.5 11.2 22 8 11,7 9.5
] 13.3 22,7 22,0 10.4 13,3 43 13 9.4 5.2
L 14.3 26,7 2h.B 11.7 14.3 28 9 12.4 5.6
s
r

ERIC

3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PR

O

Table 5,12

High and Low Tex Rates Within Rezions Before and After Alternative

Tax Plan Number Six with the Number of Decreases and Increases

Required District
Regional Highest Rate Lowest Rate  Receiving Largest

State Regfon _ Rate Before After Before After Decr. Incr. Decr. Incr.
Californta s 9,9 48,1 47,1 19,3 25,4 8 11 2,9 6.1
4 11.2 54.6 54.0 16.1 24.0 9 25 11.2 8,4

L 9.7 50.1  48.7 17,2 20.6 54 48 15.2 1.7

Colorado S 12.6 B0.7 69.6 19.0 12.6 B 14 11,1 11.5
M 9.1 60.9  56.5 14,1 21,9 6 21 1.9 7.8

L 10.6 68.1 63.7 23,4 29,2 11 8 12.7 2.5

Ind{ana s 11.3 42,7  43.) 29.4 29,7 5 7 6.1 4,1
M 10.5 42,9 40401 20.2 24.6 6 5 6.2 4.4

L 12,8 52.4 52.2 12,1 21.7 23 23 7.8 6.3

Iowa ] 7.8 82.7 76.3 28,8 32,5 6 18 6.4 3.7
4 11.4 69.8 66.5 26,9 34,6 4 10 3.3 7.7

L 11.8 8.7 72.9 30.3 36.2 18 40 8.8 6.1

Matne s 6.6 37.8 35.5 2.7 11.8 23 19 10.4 4.2
M 9.1 38.6 37.2 5.8 10.5 13 6 6.7 4.4

L 7.6 37.0 33.6 2.4 7.9 17 9 6.1 5.4

Michigan ] 6.2 29.1 314 5.4 7.0 21 14 5.5 3,8
M 7.5 32.0 32.0 13,0 11.4 19 5 9.5 3.0

L 6.6 49.3  36.8 1.4 9,5 n 46 12.5 5.4

Minnesota S 13,5 98.5 83.4 3.7 13.6 26 37 17.8 12,5
M 10.0 44,2 4404 4.6 12.1 21 48 5.4 9.5

L 11.9 134.9 98.6 4.9 15,2 39 21 36.2 11.2

Missisalppt S 20.3 717.4 54,1 23,4 25.3 8 5 37.9 5.
M 18.0 57.6 40.8 20,1 18,9 B 8 19.3 3.1

L 13.6 45,2 28.7 18,5 14.6 7 L 16.6 5.3

Nebraska S 3.9 7.8  70.2 7.0 11.6 13 32 6.7 5.4
M 8.8 87.1 82.7 12,1 6.9 6 15 5.3 6.7

L 9.2 124.7 106.4 4,9 12.6 11 73 18.3 8.6

new Hampshire S 1.8 16.2 13.9 5.8 6.7 4 722 9
M 3.6 20,4 20.4 9.0 10.5 4 7 2.1 1,5

L 2.9 20.5 18.7 11,3 11.7 1t 3 A3 W4

New York S 6.5 65.3 51.0 10.2 9.3 28 15 14.3 5.0
14 4.7 52.8 439 .4 5.1 40 12 12,8 2.8

L 3.3 55.3  54.6 8.0 9.4 58 61 4.9 2,6

Oregon 3 2.7 15.9 24.3 6.0 7.3 2 3 1L,t 24
M 2.3 24,9  14.8 5.5 84 10 7 2.6 1,8

1 2.8 31.4  28.7 6.2 7.3 53 19 5.5 2.0

Pennsylvania ] 10.7 16,1 16.7 7.1 8.0 3 2 .9 2.8
M 7.9 16.0 16.6 7.4 6.3 4 2 2.3 .7

L 3.9 22,9 23.0 14,3 13.8 2 3 1.5 .7

South Carolina S 73.9 233.1 179.6 99.8 93.3 11 5 56.1 13.3
M 49.2 180.2 136.0 41,1 30.9 7 2 44.2 30.9

L 51.3 134.6 109.8 45.6 57.9 9 6 28.8 15.8

Utah s 17.3 45.3  51.9 29,7 27.4 4 4 11.5 6,6
M 20.4 38.0 39.9 32,9 333 1 3 3.7 3

L 15.4 44.5  41.7 28,5 24,2 3 5 12,1 6.4

Wistconsin S 3.5 22,9 19,5 3.5 6.3 21 9 4.7 3.0
M 4,2 22,7 2.8 10.4 8.9 35 2 4.1 1.6

L 2.9 26.7  23.4 11.7 12,9 28 9 3.6 1.3

W 1%5
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; Table 5.13
! Model Number Seven - Proceeds Per Pupil From
i A One-M{11 Regional Levy
; Ratio of Low
‘ Size of Total Pupil  One-Mill Proceeds to High Regions
% State Region Population Per Pupil within States
. Californta S 46,148 $10.09
M 245,403 8.88 1:1,2
L 2,230,329 10.31 :
Colorado 5 14,024 1.94
M 30,108 11.03 1:1.4
L 259,189 9.43
Indiana S 22,963 8.87
’ M 54,664 9.33 1:1.2
L 233,235 7.80
Towa S 17,009 12.74
M 46,989 B.76 1:1.5
‘ . L 111,578 8.50
i Maine s 13,825 15.14
M 21,809 11.03 1:1.4
L 51,454 13.18 '
Michigan S 33,049 16.18
M 86,648 13.28 1:1.2
L 1,062,990 15,25
Minnesota S 22,962 7.38
M 41,584 10.01 1:1.4
L 439,894 8.37
Mississippi S 43,163 4,93
M 61,925 5.54 1:1.5
L 77,437 7.35
Nebraska S 8,369 16.90
M 9,504 11.41 1:1.6
H L 93,896 10.88
New Hampshire S 9,084 55.22
M 12,095 28.87 1:1.9
L 22,500 34.63 ,
! New York s 67,160 15.33
: M 168,778 21.36 1:2.0
L 571,162 29.96
Oregon S 10,429 37.51
M 11,573 44.00 1:1,2
L 180,191 35.27
Pennsylvania S 38,191 9.34
M 99,450 12.64 1:2.7
L 577,157 25.34
South Carolina S 61,766 1.35
M 70,831 2,03 1:1.5
L 131,288 1.94
Utah S 10,059 5.77
M 34,491 4.91 1:1.3
L 126,514 6.51
Wisconsin S 34,451 28.96
M 69,604 23.72 1:..4
El{l‘c L 276,488 34.21
~ -
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within a state have equal ability to support schools, Conversely, ratios
above this figure indicate disparity between regions within a state. Such
states have greater needs for state aid formulas that equalize available
dollar amounts. Table 5,13 fllustrates such needs in some of the states
in this study,

Comparison of the Seven Models

Comparisons between various models have bee: made earlier in this chapter
as each succeeding model was added to the list. Therefore, this summation is
limited to the models four, five and six because they hi.e much in common,
Also, these three models have the greatest potential for equalization, The
summation is restric :d further to the three largest school districts in the
forty-eight regions and five districts in each region at the tenth, thirtieth,
seventieth, and ninccieth percentile according to "assessed valuation and
current expenditure,"

Tables 5.14, 5.15, and 5.16 summarize the expected increases and decreases
in tax rates in the one hundred forty-four districts that represent the largest
pupil enrollments, If Model Four were used, eighty-seven districts would
experience tax decreases as follows: thirty would decrease from zero to ten
percent; thirty more would decrease between ten and twenty percent; and twenty-
seven decreases would exceed twenty percent, The fifty-seven districts with
expected increases in tax rates would be distributed as follows: twenty-four
increases would be less than ten percent; eleven would be between ten and
twenty percent; and in twenty-two districts the increases would exceed twenty
percent, .

The analysis for Model Five shows that a greater number of the large
districts would experfence decreases in tax rates than was the case with
Model Four. In ninety-three districts the change would result in decreases.
The size of the changes would be as follows: thirty-one decr-.ssc: would be
less than ten percent; twenty-seven between ten and twenty percent; and the
remaining thirty-five decreases would be more than twenty percent. The
expected tax increases under Model Five would range from less than ten per-
cent in fourteen districts; ten to twenty percent in eighteen districts; and
the remaining nineteen districts could expect school tax {ncreases in excess
of twenty percent.

Model Six 18 also rather favorable to large school districts. However,
the number expected to get tax decreases {s smaller than in Models Four and
Five. Eighty-one of the cne hundred forty-four large districts could expect
declines if tax rates. The decreases would be less than ten percent in
fifty-one districts; between ten and twenty percent in twenty-three districts;
and over twenty percent in seven districts. Sixty-three large districts would
receive tax increases under Model Six. However, these increases would be below
ten percent fn forty-four districts. The fincrease would fall between ten and
twenty percent in thirteen districts. The increase {n the remaining six dis-
tricts would exceed twenty percent, The dollar amount shifted to the regional
tax base was smaller for Model Six than for Models Four and Five, For this
reason alone the size of changes in tax rates would be smaller.
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Table 5,14
Changes in Tax Rates Under Mcdels Four, Five and Six
For Districts at Selected Percentiles When Ranked
According to Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

o b as e AP

Percentile Model Four Model Five Modelt Six
Region of District Decr. Incr. Decr. Incr. Decr. Incr.
90 1 15 0 16 0 16 :
70 6 10 4 12 0 16 ;
Small 50 6 10 6 10 7 9 )
' 30 11 5 14 2 14 2 .
10 10 6 12 4 14 2 :
90 3 13 1 15 0 16 4
70 5 11 4 12 4 12
Medium 50 6 9 7 8 7 8
30 6 10 8 8 12 4
L. 10 11 5 13 3 16 0
90 2 14 ) 16 0 16 1
. n 5 11 4 12 3 13
Large 50 7 9 12 4 7 9
30 10 6 12 4 15 1 :
10 14 2 15 1 16 0
90 6 42 1 47 0 48 f
70 16 32 12 36 7 41 E
Totals 50 19 28 25 22 21 26 .
30 27 21 34 14 41 7 1
10 35 13 40 8 46 2 ]
. ]
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Table 5.15

Changes in Tax Rates Under Models Four, Five and Six
For Districts at Selected Percentiles When Ranked

According to Current Expenditures Per Pupil

Perc ntile Model Four Model Five Model Six
Region of District Decr. Incr. Decr., Incr, Decr. Incr.
90 8 8 7 9 4 12
70 7 9 6 10 5 11
Small 50 6 10 7 9 7 9
30 12 4 12 4 12 4
10 4 12 6 10 11 5
90 11 5 8 8 5 11
70 10 6 8 8 7 9
Medium 50 8 7 9 6 9 6
30 8 8 9 7 10 6
10 3 13 5 11 10 6
20 7 9 4 12 1 15
70 8 8 7 9 6 10
large 50 10 6 10 6 9 7
30 8 8 12 4 10 6
10 5 11 7 9 14 2
90 26 22 19 29 10 38
70 25 23 21 27 18 30
Totals 50 24 23 26 21 25 22
30 28 20 33 15 32 16
10 12 36 18 30 35 13

9
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Table 5,16
The Effects of Models Four, Five and Six for Districts
on Selected Percentiles in Each Region for Two Criteria

Percentile Model Four Model Five Model Six
of the Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate
District Decr. Incr, Decr, Incr, Decr. Incr,
90 6 42 1 47 0 48
70 16 32 12 36 7 41
Criterion One %
Assessed 50 19 28 25 22 21 26
Valuation
Per Pupil 30 27 21 34 14 41 7
10 35 13 40 8 46 2
90 26 22 19 29 10 38
70 25 23 21 . 27 18 30
Criterion Two
Current 50% 24 23 26 21 25 22 ‘
Expencfitures
Per Pupil 30 28 20 33 15 32 16
10 12 36 18 30 35 13

*These total 47 or 44 because the medium region in Utah
had only four districts and this percentile was not used.
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The Impact of Models Four, Five, and Six on Selected Districts

Most of the interest in regional taxes to support schools stems from
a concern about the disparity In tax rates and school expenditures, Since
Models Four, Five, and Six appear to have the greatest potential for achiev-
ing a higher level of equalization within regions, they were examined further,
These models were applied to districts at the tenth, thirtieth, fifeieth,
seventieth, and ninetieth percentiles in each region according to assessed
valuation and current expenditure per pupil in ADA, The number of districts
which could expect tax increases and decreases was tabulated for each of the
selected percentiles, The results are reported in Table 5,17.
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Table 5.17
The Size of Decreases and Increases in Tax Rates for the Three
Largest Districts in Each Region for Models Four, Five and Six

- Decreases Increases
Region District 0-10% 10-20% Over 20% 0-10% 10-20% Over 20%
Small Largest 0 3 6 4 1 2
Second 2 1 3 2 3 5
Third 3 2 5 2 1 3
Medium Largest 4 7 1 2 0 2
Second 9 2 i 2 1 1
Third 2 5 4 1 0 4
Large Largest 5 2 0 4 3 2
Second 3 5 2 3 1 2
Third 2: 3 5 4 1 1
Total: 30 30 27 % i 22
Small Largest 5 1 5 0 3 1
Second 0 3 3 4 3 3
Third 2 4 6 2 1 1
Vedium Largest 4 5 3 1 1 2
Second 6 4 2 2 1 1
Third 1 2 5 1 2 5
Large Largest 4 2 2 3 1 4
Second 3 3 4 0 5 1
Third s 3 5 1 1 1
Total: 31 77 35 v 1. 19
Small Largest 9 1 0 3 2 1
Second 5 2 0 5 2 2
Third 5 5 1 4 1 0
Medium Largest 7 0 0 7 2 0
Second 6 5 Q 3 1 1
Third 3 4 2 5 1 1
Large Largest 3 2 0 10 0 1
Second 5 2 1 5 3 0
Third £ 2 3 2 1 0
Total: ST 3 7 s 13 6
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SUMMARY

Seven reglonal tax models were examined {n this chapter. The stated
purpose of each model was to test the degree of equaiization In tax rates
in 48 regions in the 16 states, The first four models provide for a
shifting of a fixed percent of the dollar levy for current expenses to the
reglon where a uniform tax would be levied, The ac.ual shift would depend
on the level of expenditures, with high cost districts recefving the great-
3 est benefits., However, since high expendilture districts are generally above

average in wealth, these districts would contribute more than others to the
regional levy,

A slightly different concept was examined in Model Five. In this case,
a uniform regional tax levy would produce revenue equal to the mean per pupil

expenditure. Districts wishing to spend above this level would exercise local
p taxing power to do so.

Models Six and Seven test the effect of uniform reglonal tax levies,
the proceeds to be distributed on a flat grant basis. One hundred dollars
per pupil i{n ADA is used in Model Six, whereas a one-mill tax is tested {in
3 Model Seven.

The major findings of this porticn of the study are summarized below,
R Conclusions relative to regional taxes are included in Chapter VI,

1. As expected, all of the models would result in higher
taxes In some districts and lower taxes in others.
However, the changes under the first three models are
not as great as one might anticipate. This is so
because the wealthy and poor districts alike shift a
fixed percent of their tax levy to the region.

N

Using Model Four, some school districts in eight regions
would have tax decreases greater than the regional levy.
Stated differently, these districts now have tax rates
that are more than double the required uniform rate for
the region. Also, school taxes {n some districts would
double under Model Four.

3. Model Five, which would 1imit the amount that could be
shifted to the regional tax base, would produce smaller
changes for the high expenditure districts and greater
changes for the low expenditure districts than would be
the case with Model Four.

o~

Districts with average expenditures and below average
per pupil wealth would experience the largest tax rate
decreases under Model Five,
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Alternative tax plan Number Six, which would raise $100
per pupil in ADA at the regional level, was more signi-
ficant for low expendfture districts than it was for
high expenditure districts, In four regions it would
account for over 60 percent of the net local effort for
education.

The e¢effect of the unifurm one-mill tax levy, as proposed
in Model Seven, would be similar to that of Model Six,
However, in most states the impact would be minor when
compared with the $100 per pupil in ADA as proposed in
Model Six.
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CHAPTER VI

GENERALIZATIONS TO SIATE FINANCE MODELS

This study tests the proposition that there is s relationship between
the pattern of district organization fn a state and the financial resources
available for educatfon in local districts, 1In effect, this is an examina-
tion of the results of the political processes of state legislatures as they
have exercised their constitutional obligation to provide for a system of
public schools. The legislatures have created school districts and provided
for their support through a combination of local taxes and state aids. Since
legislatures retain the power to develop formulas for the discribution of state
monies and delegate taxing authority to local districts, the combination can
be used to accomplish any legitimate educational purpose, Speciffically, this
study {s a search for those elements in both state and local school finance
which have implications for school district organization. Also included Is
an examination of some related provisicns for public education which seem to

have an impact on school district structures, and therefore, relevance for
school finance.

The conclusfons which follow are organized in the same fashion as the
earlier chapters in this report. Conclusions pertaining to the factors
related to the equalization of educatfional expenditures are reported first.
The principal thrust of this porifon of the study was to determine the relation-
ship between equalization and school district size, wealth, school tax rates,
expenditures and foundation aid. The second portion of the conclusions is
clustered around legislative provisfons which are related to school district
reorganization. Of interest here are bonded Indebtedness, special fiscal
programs, incentive aids, transportation, foundation aid programs, minimum
program standards, sparsiy factors, special education, legal procedures,
reorganization "package", mandatory legislation, Federal intervention, and
professional provisfons. The final section of the conclusions pertains to
the use of regional educational units as taxing agencies to support education,
Seven alternative models were designed and tested. The purpese of these models
was to examine the extent of egqualizatfon in tax rates and school expenditures
which could be obtained through the use of uniform regional taxes to support all

or a portion of that part of current school cests which were derived from tocal
taxes,

The chapter ends with generalizations to state finance models. This final
portion of the report is designed to be of maximum value to persons {nterested

in preparing legislative packages which will achieve a high degree of equaliza-
tion in tax rates and school expenditures,

FACTORS RELATED TO EQUALIZATION IN EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURE

1, School District size, Extreme variation i{n the size of school dis-
tricts as fndicated by the number of students in average daily attendance or
memtership was evident in every state in the study. Even states with a small
number of local school districts have not been successful in eliminating the

small school district. For exanple, Utah with but forty districts has nne
district with 187 students,
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Small districts tend to incur large per pupll oxpenditures. The existence
of large numbers of small school districts explains, fn part, the varfation in
educational expenditures. However, the correlation between scheol discrict
size and educational costs Is not very highs Of the five varfables examined
in the regression analysis, school dictrict stze contributed least. The null
hypothesis stating there was no velaticnship botween school district size and
educationsl exprendftures was recjected in only three of cleven tests. Further-
rore, in but one case was size found teo be the most important varfable for the
predicting of expenditures.

2, ¥ealth, Wealth in the sample school districts as -ecasured by assessed
valuaticon also showed great diversity for all types of crrpanizational patterns.
The unified district pattern clearly provides for a more equitable tax base
for school purposes. Tt cannot be concluded, however, that the unified dis-
trict pattern and/or the existence of fewer schoel districts has elimfnated
the unequal distiib tion of wealth.

In general, assessed valuatfon was the significit elerent in predicting
expendftures, This conclusion was derived from the results eof the multiple
cortelation analysis and slso by the application of the F-test to the null

R hypothesis stating there is no relationship betwecen assessed valvation and
; schoal expenditures, 1In ten out of eleven cases the hypothesis was rejected.
5 In no cate wis a total absence of relatfonship found between wealth and expendi-

tures. Further, in no case was the relaticnship negative {rn ter-s of the
correlation coefficlent. Therefore, it was concluded that wealth of the local
school district was a powerful facter in determining the expenditure level,

. 1t would appear, thercfore, that st.ate support systems designed to equalize

i the resources available to the local district are not successful in achieving
; their stated putposc.

: 1. Scheol Tax Rates. Consideradhle varfation {n tax rates was the norm

: for all types of districts. However, non-operating and elermentary districts

/ showed the greatest range with relatively hi_h tax tates {n some and absolutely
’ ho school tax levies in cthets.

Tax crates of the local school disteict vere second fn I-portance to
valuation in predicting the level of expendituret for the cites studied.
ihe resulis of the correlation analysis provided the basts for this concluslon.
Futther evidence was gained by testing the mull hyprothesfs stating there {s
no telatfonship between school tax rates and educational expenditures. 1n nine
out of eleven tases studied the hypothests wis rejected, indicating the irport-
ance of the varfatle,

The evidence presented here supports the concluslon that some school dis-
_tricts tax themselves al a high level to matntain a minimal per pupil expendis
tute. In other cases {t {9 relatively easy for a district to taise money for
high per papil expenditures and still enjoy a low tax tate, Hovever, the tax

rate does not follow the same relationship to expenditute as does wealth,

1t can be concluded thurefore, that the aspirations of the local cormmunity
becare 4 dechsive fattor In determining the extent to whith the local realeh
was used for educational putposes.
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4, School Expendftures. Vorifations in expenditure patterns for local
districts exist to a large degree in all states and for all types of district
organizatfonal structures. However, unified districts are more successful in
reducing the amount of variation in expenditures than are non-operatlng}elem-
entary or secondary districts,

States, whose overall expenditure per pupil is low do not necessarily
show a2 high level of equalization. Likewise, states exhibiting a high degree
of equalfzatfion are not neccssarlly spending less per pupil than states with
low expenditures. Predfctor models for expendfitures were unfque for seven
of eleven cases. For the remaining four states - Colorado, lowa, Wisconsin,
and Californfa - valuatfon and tax rate:r were the most {mportant variables.
For Colorado and lowa valuation was the mdyst important varfadble while for
wWisconsin and Californla tax rates were most fmportant,

5, Foundation Afd, Foundation afd did not appear to be influencing
expenditure patterns in any consistent manner and was of less importance {in
predicting expenditure patterns than were assessed valuation and tax rates.

In about one-halfl of the cases the relaticnship was posftive and {n the
balance of the cases a negative or little relationship existed. 1In fact, the
influence of foundation afd programs tended to be different in each state,

The laws reflect the unique qualities of the several states and are the result
of the political processes of the state. State finance progtams may provide

a fined grant or may be based on a foundation formula. Further analysis of
the correlation matrix for all variables {n the study {ndfcated that, in
thitteen of the sixteen states, foundation aid was correlated {an a negative
manner with valuatfon. 1In seven of the thirteen cases the correlation
erceeded -.85, The founcatlon ald program in these seven states Is therefore
making 8 contribution toward providing funds to districts which do not have
access to locel resources, How substantlal this contribution 13 depends on
the level in dollar value of thts state aid,

LEGISLATIVE PROYISIONS RELATED DISTRICT REORGANIZATION
6. bopded Indebtedaess. Provisions in state leglslat{on wheteby the

bonded Lhdedtednses of [otmer tomponent districts may be assured by a nevly
formed dirtritt are moat effective in entouraging school district reorganiza-
tich vhen they provide -ome type of state financlial assistance for debt
feticement . ndfor provide optional procedures {or presenting the vete for
vsémption of debt €~ the pudlie in such a way that the outcome of such an
electien Yoes not affect the vole on the reorganization question {tself,
Reorgabration §s distoutaged §f legislation makes it mandatory that the

newly forved distefict accept the bonded dedt of the component districts withe
out any state assistance in retiring such dedt, Schodbl ddstrict recrganization
1t entSuraped in states whete thete I8 a proviefon granting specisl state afd
on prineipal or interest inturred for debdt from building construction resulting
(rot school district reotganfration,

7. Special Yiscal Frogsrems. Special fiseal prograns have served to both
encoutage and discourage school district reorganization, Fiscal fealures
providing state assistance to non-operating school disiricts for paying tuftien
costs to another district have tended to discourage reorganieation. Alae,
provistions granting special assistance for fimancially distressed districts
discoutage tedrgantz.tion vhen they assist small, inadequate districts to exist,
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On the other hand, features providing specifal afd assistance for financially
distressed districts may encourage reorganization if they are designed: 1)
to protect viable districts {in temporary trouble; 2) with minimum standards
for receiving such atd; 3) in such a way as to assist in eliminating the debt
of districts willing to reorganize,

8, Incentive A1ds. Incentive ald providing some type of "bonus" money
to districts willing to reorganize is effective in stimulating reorganization
activity {f the dollar amount {8 sufficiently high to fndeed be a bonus and
if it is based on contemporary educatfonal costs. If the reorganized fstrlct
is in danger of losing this additional money after a perfod of time and this
loss would create a financial hardship for the district, the bonus feature may
actually discourage reorganization.

9. Jransportation, State money provided for transportation aid generally
encourages school district teorganfzation, The degree of encouragement depends
to a certain extent upon the level of reimbursement and the methods used for
the computation of transportation costs. 1n some states, for example, whete
uppet limits for reimbursement exist, the transportatfon aid program tends to
cancel some of the equalieing effect of the foundation aid progtam. 1n some
cases neighboring districts may be reluctant to assume this addftfonal obliga-
tion in the event of & merger. Transportation aid seems to be especially
effective fn situatfors where it provides a high percentage of the costs or
vhere it 13 specifically designed to encourage certain types of reorganieation.
1n Maine, for example, where the thrust s to encourage teorganitation around
municipal areas, district schools had to pay traasportatfon costs but sunfcipal
schoois did not. Colorado, where the state pays up to 70 percent of actual
cost and Michigan, vhere the state pays up to 75 percent, serve as exarples of
vhere a high percentage support level has a strong encoutaging effect on reor=
ganizat{on,

10, foundation Aid Progtams. As is true with special ffscal programs,
foundation aid programs have features whith tend to both encoutage and diase
courage school district reorganfeation. Provisfons built {nto the stale's
foundation program Buatding against a newly formed district receiving lesas
money {n foundatfon ald than the total amount that the former compoment dfs-
tricts would have received had they remained {ndependent, encourages school
district reorganfeation.

Foundatfon features giving wealthy districts enough basic aid so they
csn operate wvith a low tax levy discourages teorganirzation with another school
district, especfally {f this ceorganfration would jeopardize their favored
financial position. 1t is also evident that provisions written {nte the
foundation program specifically designed to financially punish small school
districts are not gene.slly used to encourage teorganiration. The ghilosophy
stems to be that Tpunitive™ measures atre not the most appropriate for districts
that are already confronted with a host of financial and organfzationsl prodless,

11, Mioisua Prossam Standatds, Miniwum program standards estadlisted for
ceceiving foundatfon aid are generally ineffective due both to the lack of
enforcement and the provisions wvritten into the lav wvhich ailov inadequate
school districts to eitcuavent the inteat of the standsrds. where minimn
progran standards fot recefving state aid a-e enforced, Insdequate school
districts are encouraged to teotganire into districts vhich will at least
meet the criteria for receiving suech aid.
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12. Sparsity Factors, Foundatfon afd specifically containing a correction
factor for sparsity of population discourages reorganization only when it per-
petuatas small, fnadequate distrlcts. Where reorganizati n is unrealfstic or
impossible, correction factors for sparsity should resul in a large enough
support program so students can recefve an adequate education. Financfal
incentives benefiting Jistricts of certain s{ze or class generally are not an
effective stimulant to reorganization. One of but four states reporting such
a benefit indicated {t had no influence, and in the other three, it was actuvally
considered to discouraye school district reorganfzation. If this type of fin-
ancial provicion is to be utilired as an incentive to reorganfzation it should
bc modelcd after the former Pennsylvanfa provisfon which not only classified
district by p.pulation and then paid supplemental afd on the basis of classi-
fication, bui also pafd additional amounts when different jointures or mergers
took place. ;

13, Special Edugatiop. State funds made available to local school districts
for purposes of carrying on specfal e?ucation programs seem to have no fmpact on
reorganfration. The need for spe¢{al educatfon services is becoring so generally
accepted that the distribution ¢f such afd L& usually state-wide and to a great
extent, nondiscriminatory. As a result, ft seems to have little relevance for
discusafons on school district reorganization.

14, Legrs) Procedupes. State, county, and local planning committees authore
fred by state legislatures to play a major role in planning for school district
teorganization are important in stimulating reorganfratfon activity.

School district reorganiratfon {5 encouraged also dby the removal of
restrictive voting and petitioning ptocedures. 1iIn states vhere only free-
holders have been allowed to petition, certain segments of the population
have been effectively removed from tha right to stimulate reorganization
sctivity, State laws allowing a lov percentage of the electors, e.g. ten to
twenty pcrcent, 5 petition for reorganiration proceedings tend to encovrage
such reorganization, Voting procedures themselves can be a detarrent to
reotganization. Statutes providing for a majorfty vote in each component
district are nore restrictive and discourage reorganitation more than proe
visfons calling for a majority vote of the combined component dfstricts.

15, Reorganizfing “Packages”. Another {mportant conclusfon of this study
is that only occasionally Is it a single legisiative provision or financisl
feature that s given credft for providing major impetus for school district
reotganitatfon., More often, {t has been a combination of factors or a total
legfslative "package” that has been assemdled wvhich encourages reorganfeation
activity. 1t fs also evident that very similat pleces of legislation or
financial festures do not have the same impact in ont state that they eay have
in another. States must develop legislative programs suitable to the sftuation
ot tlimate in their state,

Another concluslon Is that over a period of time a certaln provision does

not always have the same fmpact. Even if a featute has & strong inltial {epact,
1t may lose its effectiveness as conditions change,
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16, Mandatory Legislation. Xandatory legislation providing for the dis-
solution of non-operating and ungraded, one room schools has been effective
in accomplishing school district reorganizatfon, Some states have gone a step
further and have added financfal assfstance plans to the mandatory legislatfon

to accelerate school district reorganiratfon,

17, Federal Interventfon. Federal legislation and court action dealing
with the segregation issue has fnfluenced school district organization in
certafn states, This has dbeen especially true vhere such 1ssues as the structur-
ing of school district boundary lines and the placement of school bufldings with-
in the districts have been involved, The timing of reorganization fteelf has
also been affected, In {nstances where states have been forced to comply with
federal regulations by a certain time limit reorganfzatfon has been encouraged.
In a few instances federal actfon has discouraged reorganfzation as people
have been reluctant to submit to changes in school district structure which
would result in differences of a pronounced nature {n the racial, social, or
economic composition of their school distrfct. This has resulted in strenuous
effort being expended to circumvent reorganiration procedures,

Another example where federal and state legfslation has tended to encourage
reorganfzation s found in those {nstances where programs requiring cooperation
between districts have laid the groundwork for later consolidation., For {nstance,
certain programs established by the' Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1985 (P.L. 89-10) have required cooperation between districts to receive special
types of funds.

18, Professfonal Personnel Provisions, 7~tate-wile laws regarding retire-

ment, tenure, and certiffcation tend to encourage school district reorganizaticn,
Conversely, multfple state systems interfer with chaunges in school district
boundariea, because the earned rights of teachers, such as equity in a retfre-
ment system, may be adversely aflected., The problen fs especfally acute in
Metropolitan areas wvhere large citfes have different provisfons than the irmedfate
surrounding districts. Combining all or part of the ¢ity with the suburds in
these cases is especially troublesome. Also, school consolidations across state
boundaries are extremely difficult because of tenure certification and retitecent.
Again, Metropolitan areas are genuinely affected.

Federal monies disteibuted through programs for {mpacted areas often
adversely alfect school district organfration. 1n some {nstances tiny federally
supported districts have been created. 1In other cases the federal dollars have
given existing districts some finsncial advantage Over their peighbors and thus
distouraged reotganfeation,

AEGIONAL EDUCATION AGENGIES

19, School district reorganization has been extensive in & latge majority
of stales since World War Il with a broader tax base and a latger pupll populs-
tica as primary objectives, The Intermedfate school unit has been restructuted
during thst same period to broaden the pupil population base for speclalized
educatfcnal services. After an eximinatfon of the effects of vatious tax pluns
in this study {t fs clear that a broader tax Bare could be utflized through a
regional organizatieft to reduce the disparities in resources available at the
l1ots] level that would preserve the [dentity and the autonomy of the lotal
district,
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20, Economic planning reglions created within states since 1966 are useful
for educational putposes, These tegions escape many of the 1imitations that
are characceristic of county and Intermediate units because they are larger
and include Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. 1t seems appropriate
that educational planning for natural socio-economic units should include
complete Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. For the purposes of this
study it was judged that the economic¢ planning regions were feasible units
to use as regfonal tax bases,

21, The greatest variatfon in asscssed valuation per pupil bdetween dis-
tricts within regional areas was found in rural areas in some states and in
urban areas in others. This evidence suggests the existence of tax havens in
both urban and rural regions and that both areas contain serious disparities
in resources avaflable for education, Local districts which were making the
greatest effort to support schools could benefit from regicnal tax rlans as
tested in the six models in this study, An examination of the potentlal
changes in tax rates indicates that the size of the decreases would exceed
the size of the increases.

22, In Model Five, which permitted a shift to the region of costs that
fell below the welighted mean of the region, a larger number of districts
experienced tax decreases than rodels one through four, in which a patrt or all
local costs were shifted to the reglonal tax base. low expenditure districts
were forced to help pay a greater share of the high levels of expenditure In
other districts upder models one, two, three, and four, whereas, the high
expenditure districts, under model five, pald a greater shire of the costs
in the lov expenditure districts. Without a ceiling on the costs that were
shifted to the region, low expenditure districts experienced increases in
tax rates without any increases in avallable resources at the local level.

23, Equalization of resources was an objective of the examined m3lels
as well as an objective of the existing state aid programs. An analysis of
changes in tax rates on property (the major revenue tresource for local
districts) [or sodels four, five, and six showed a greater ditrect relationship
to assessed valuations than to state aid payments. tThis seems to indfcate that
state aid payments equalize resources to a lesscr degree within a region than
did the tax plans undet consideration.

- v o o AT AMC B e AT i

24, Sixty percent, of the 144 distrfcts tepresenting the three largest
districts {n each region, experiented decteazes in tax rates for tax plan
number four., Sixty-live percent of ttese same districts experfenced decreases
under tax plan live and fifty-six had decreases undet tax plan six. Consider-
fop the telationship of the total pupll populations {n these districts to the
tetal pupii population fn the respective regions ft appesred that 2 majotity
of the puplls would bte benefited If any one of the three tax planz four, five
or six were to de faplemented.

25, Model Five, vhich permitted a shift to the region of costs that fell
below the veighted mean for the reglon, resvited in greater tax relfef for
the lov expenditure districts than ft did for the high expenditure districts,
therefote, (t vas determined that the sdojtion of tax plan five would best
achieve the objective of raising the rescurces behind each pupil in the low

__mé____sx&tndltuxc.Jl‘tslcls vhete the neede) tesourc:. wete most limited,
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26, The property tax base was not evenly distridbuted from region to region
within the states. It appears, therefore, that true equalizatfon of reso.rces
for each pupil would have to be accomplished through state atd distribution
systems. These systems, in order to compensate for the existing inequities,
would require minimum and maxfmum aid payments that would fully recognize the
total range or varfation in the combined local and regional resources availadble
for each pupil.,

2], School District Reorganization in Metropolitan Areas. A vast array of
legal provisions, administrative regulations, and financial factors all dut
preclude any district reorganization which combines all or any part of a
large city school district with a neardy suburb. For example, the Constitution
in Colorado states that the City and County of Denver shall forever be one
school district. Since the annexation of {ncorporated villages and towns in
Colorado is difffcult to achieve (especlally when school districts are also
affected), a constitutional change would be needed to make major tevisions in
school district boundaries.

Density factors for large cities provide additional -evenue which s often
needed; however, it weakens the case for school district rrorganization. Citfes
can no longer qualify for density aid in some states when mure sparsely populated
suburbs are included in the calculatfons. .

—
lnadequate categorial aids for high cost programs, such as compensa!ory
: education, discourage reorganizitions knvolving central cities. Since there
is normally a concentration f nu2d for such prograss in central cities per
pupil unit costs may be exorbitantly high,

GENERALIZATIONS TO STATE FINANCE MODELS

This study has far ranging implications for educators and legislatore
desirfng to make intelligent decisicns In eracting legislation effective In
stimulating school district reorganization. The firdings support the con-
clusion that only oceasionaliy s it a single legislative provision or
financial feature that {s given credit for providing major impecus for school
district reorganization in those states maintaining any degree of 1ocal autonomy
in regard to the reorganization process. Emphasis must be placed on developing
a total legislative program or "package™ which includes mot only workable and
understandadle reorganization 'aws, but also financial incentives or fnducements
appropriate for the specific problems in each state, This last point cannot be
over enphasized., [t may be appropriate to adopt model laws and finance {eatures
Judged effective In other states, but it fs of utmost Importance that they be
modifled to meet the particular needs of a state.

A state wishing to revise its legislative program to encoutage school
district reorgani-atfon may want to give tonsideration to the folloving
guidelines:

1. The current legislative program should be thoroughly examined to
determine its effect on school district rectganfzation. Perhaps
the basfc framevork for & good legislative progtam already exists
and with just 2 {ew modiffcatfons can be improved upon to the point
vhere it stimulates reorganiration. At the very least, those pro-
visions which retatd or discourage reorganiration must be revised.
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State and local reorganitation cormittees or commissions should be
established to provide leadership and organization to the reorganiza-
tion process. In states where they have been established and given
some actual authority, reorganization has been stimulated. The law
should specifically define the responsibility of such groups as well
as for other people officially involved In the reorganization process.

Statewide studies should be undertaken by either established cormissions
or professional agencies to determine the extent of the reorganization
problem., From these comprehensfve studfes a master plan should evolve
taking fnto ¢onsideration state as well as local needs.

Legislation should be easfily interpreted by all concerned people, lay
as well as professional, and should be easy to implement.

The regulations developed for the process of reorganization should be
clearly defined., Criterfa and minimum standard should not only be
clearly understood, but must be enforced if they are to dbe effective,

The development of plans, criterfia for reorganization, and eventual
legisiation should involve maximum citfzen participation on a state
and local level,

Equitable voting procedures should be established., The criteria should
not discriminate agafnst any group of people nor should it give meore
voting strength to certain districts. Princlples of the "one man one
vote" concept should be followed,

Reorganization should result in an equalization of school support
throughout the state 48 much as geographically possible.

Those states wishing to encourage reorganization through the use of
finance features may want to avoid the following:

a, Konsresfdent tuition afd which allows non-operating districts to
send their students to district operating schools for less money
than ft would take to smaintain their own schoole;

b, Afd to distressed districts in sufficient amount to allov thea to
paintain schools when the question exi{sts as to whether or not
they should continue to operate;

Minimum etandards for receiving state afds that are not enforced,
thus providing aid to inadequate school districts;

Featurea that allov fnsufficient districts to circunvent the lev
and still receive ald;

Sparsity correction factors that perpetuate ssall, {nadequate
districts.

(-3 ”
- .

Those states wishing to encourage reorganization through the use of
finance features may vant to utllize {n some way variations of the
following incentives:

a, Optional provislons for sssumption of bonded dedt including sooe

degree of state support {n retiring the dedt incurred defore
reorganization by conponent districts;
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Building aid for debt incurred from school construction

resulting from reorganfzation;

c. Distressed district ald designed to assist viable, but financially
troubled districts resulting from reorganization;

d, Bonus ald for reorganized districts based on per pupil allotment;

e, Transportation aid designed to cover a high percentage of the
actual costs or specifically encourage a certain type of reor-
ganization;

f. Provisions written into the foundation program guaranteeing a

newly reorganfzed district no less aid than the total amount

that would hzve been received by the component districts had

they remained fndependent.

State governments should execrt political pressure on Federal agencies
to have impacted area funds distributed through cegular state aid
channels., The present systen distorts school district structures,
and upsets equalization plans in affected states.

Any legislation fnvolving the use of fncentive features must maintain
these features at a high enough support level so they are indeed
attractive enough to encourage reorganfzation, The dollar amounts

st be based on realistic cost figures and should be increased as

the economy demands. The same can be said for the dasic legislation,
Laws maintatin their effectiveness only as they are appropriate for
contemporary condftions, School district reorganization .eglslation

must be kept current to be effective; stagnant legislation will {rpede
the process of reorganfzation and contribute to the prodlem of inadequate
school distefct organfzation,

Caution eust be expressed against the use of regionsl taxes as sub-
stitutes for appropriate levels of state support. This varnfng %
irportant because fn most fnstances both local school districts and
regional units will rely upon ad valorem taxes for revenue., Since

this tax s notorfously regressive and badly admitf{stered, :n over
dependence on {t would compound existing fnjustices. 1t {s no taut-
ology to f{ns{st that the purpose of regfonal taxes is to achieve equalfity
in tax rates and educational expenditures--not a diminution of state
support for schools,

The {nteraction betveen state ald distridution systems and the
distridution of the tevenue from reglonal taxes fs crucial, Lf greater
equalization {s to be achieved. The models tested {n this study are
based on the assuoption that the revenue froa wniform regfonal taxes
would be distributed to tocal districts on the nusdetr of puptls in ADA,
The state aid avafladle to sueh districts would be caleulated tn the
sare manner a8 nov exists., in other words, the revenve froa the regfonal
levy would replace a portion of the local revenues (Models V, 2, 3, &,
ad 5) or would be added to the comdination of state aid and lotal
receipts (Models 6 and 1), All of the models would thus provide local
school boards with the option of reduvcing tocal tax rates or increasing
school expenditures,
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Other assumptions about the relationship between s{ate aids and region31
taxes are clearly possible, For example, the legislature could establish the
following model:

STATE AID = (FOUNDATION FROGRAM - REGIONAL SHARE) x EQUALIZATION FACIOR

Givern a foundation program of a realistic level (always a worthy goal) and
a state equalizatfion factor that would insure a genulne local effort (also a
worthy goal), this model would aschieve maxirum cooperation between the agencies
responsible for levying regional taxes and legislative appropriations for
schools,

RECOMMENDATIONS TOR FLRTHER STLDY

As rentioned previously, shifts in population, changes in economic factors,
and technological advances result in a wide-spread and continuing need for school
district reorganizatfon. As a result, this study merely sheds light on a few
specific dirensfons of the reorganization question. The fact that special
emphasis has been Placed on the impact of money fncentives, ald payments, and
related financlal inducements designed to encourage school district reerganiza-
tion in only a sample of states has further delinited the scope of this study.
Not only must continual research be conducted in the area of this study, but
other dirensions of the reorganization process mpust be examined. For example,
what focial and political forces are active !n state and local cormmunities
that encourage or discourage school district reorganjizatfon? 1t was reported
in the review of the literature that in gome political and social factors have
been 8 real influence fn school district reorgantzation, To what extent and
fn what way have these factors encouraged or discouraged recrganization, needs
further exploration?

Another dirensfon thiat needs examination is the role played dy the various
State Departrments of Educatfon fn rugard to school district reorganfration,
Have they played a leadership role in encouraging achool district reorganization?
1f not, vhy! What role does the commissioner or stuste superintendent play? Is
there 2 need for increased leadership by state deprrtrent prersonnel fn stiumlats
ing reorganization?

it is easy to recorrend that reorganization should result in an equaliza-
tion of school support throughout the state a8 smch a8 realistically possible,
but thte problens of accomplfshing this seems to be irmense. A vorthwhile study
would te to determine how the cost of education tan be falrly distrituted in
order to teduce {nequality of tax decder 1nd yet assure each student of a
quality education through equatizatic: 1 per pupil expenditures.

Alttough this ttudy has been primarsly concerned with how teorgarization
can be encouraged through pernissive and semiperaiszsive legislation, the fact
temaing that some stites have acconplished reorganication by mandating out of
existence certafn types of distticts., Other states have mandated a complete
teotganlsation by dissolving all of the school districts {n the stite »nd
frposing & completely nev structute., Rezearth Is needed in this ates in otder
to answer questions such as:

a) Why was this type of legirlation adopted!?

b) Why fsn’t it done tote often and by mote states!

€) What diffcrent geopraphical, soclal and political conditlons exist
betveen those states vhere mandatoty legizlation has deen enacted
and those vhere the legislation {2 petminsive or sesi-pernissive?
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d) What type of district structure exists in those states which have
mandated reorganization?

e) What are the distinquishing advantages or disadvantages of the
districts in these states?

One other area of consideration that needs further examination is the role
to be played by the regisnal unit in further school district reorganization.
18 the regional unit & viable supplement to the local school district structure?
Given taxing power, can the regional unit solve some of the financial problems
of the local district in vperating schools or providing certain services?
Research in this area may lead to solutions to some of the financial and
organfzational problems of small and inadequate districts that heretofore were
considered solvable only through local school district reorganization,
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT - A geographic area vhich, for specified public school
purposes, is under the supervisfon or control of a single doard of educa-
ticn andfor adminfstration officer. This may be a state, intermediate, or
focal basic unit.

ATTENDANCE AREA - An adminiatrative unit or suddivisfon of it consisting
of the territory from whlcg children legaily may attend a given echoot
buliding or school center.

COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION - A derived statistic for use in coumparing different
but sinfiarly constructed distributfons, It is defined as the ratfo of the
standard deviation of a distribution to the mean of the distributfon and is
expressed as A percentége.

COMMON SCHOOL - An obsolescent designation for the traditional 8-yeatr public
efementary school providing a foundation program for education.

CONSOL IDATED SCHOOL DISTRICT - A term limited In some states to districts,
usuaily tursi, maintaining & single attendance unit while in other states
{t applies to any schoot district serving territory once served by tvo or
more districts,

COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT - A unft of school administe~* on in which schoot

sffairs of the county s 8 vhole (sometimes with specified exceptions) are
controlled by a county board of education,

COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT ~ An elected or eppointed adafnistration officer in 8
county vho (s charged with the general supervision of specified schools in
the respective counties of the stste in regard to matters of government,

courses of fnstruction and general condftions of the schools {n the county,

DISSOLUTION OF DISTRICT + The breaking up of a consolidation through fegal
process, with a return of each district that formed the original censolfda.
tion to the independent status thst existed defore the consoiidstion took
plsce.

EFFORT + This fs the difference between expenditures and state aids on s

per pupil dssls, 1In scee csses Lt is expresied as & "mili" rate relative to
sssessed vatue per pupil, Current effort is current expenditutre einus current
state aid, Total effort is tots! expenditure minus total state sid,

%mn_{ m DISTRICT = A school 4istriet for vhich no provision is made
ot Public sechool work deyond the elesentsry grades.

12 ALDS = Afda whieh ace disteibuted by formuisa and protedures
giving recognhition to locsl financial ability and seek to rafte the level of
expendituores for edvestion In the leas wealthy districts while providing
proportionately grester finsncisl assistante to the leas wealthy dsteices,)

FLAT GRANT ATDS « Atda wvhich ars ususliy allocated to sll participatiog
disteicts on an equsl basis without repard to focal financisl adility,

189,
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These aids are usually called matching or reimbursement and seek to raise
the level of expenditures in all distrlcts, both rich and pooi.

GENERAL PURPOSE AIDS - Alds which are allocated to boards of education with
very little instruction as to the use to be made of the funds. The local
board of educatfon is at liberty to use the funds for the general program
of education, No exact purpose {8 specified in the legislation other than
the requirement to use the money for providing a program of education in the
community.

HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT - A district organized and administered to provide
education in the secondary level only,

INCENTIVE AIDS - A general purpose or special purpose aid which is provided
to districts which reorganize and meet such minimum standards as may be
established by the state as part of the law or through the state department
of educatfou,

INTERMED IATE ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT - A unit smaller than the state which
exists primarily to provide consultation, advisory, or statistical services
to local basic adninistrative units or to exercise certain regulatory and
, inspectoral functions over local basic administrative units, An intermediate
unit may operate schools and contract for school services, but it does not
. exist primarily to render such services, Such units may or may not have
taxing power.

LOCAL BASIC ADMINISTRATIVE UNIT - An administrative unit at the local level
which exists primarily to operate public schools or to contract for public
school services. Normally, taxes can be levied against such units for
school purposes, These units may or may not be coterminous with county,
city, or town boundaries, This term {s used synonymously with the term
"gchool district”,

NON-OPERATING SCHOOL DISTRICT - A district which has failed to maintain a
public achool for a specified amount of time.

REGULATDRY FUNCTION - A function performed by some level of school administra-
tfon to insure that the rules and regulatfons for the operations of schools
within a state are carried out in the schools operating within the juris-
diction of the respective administrative unit,

REVENUE RECEIPTS - Additions to assets which do not incur an obligation
that must be met at some future date and do not represent exchanges of
property for money.

SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATION - 1he act of legally changing the designation
of a school district; changing the geographical area of a school district or
incorporating a part or all of a school district with an adjoining district.

SCHOOL SYSTEM - All the schools ogerated by a given board of education or
central administrative cuthority.

SCHOOL UNION -~ A joining of two or more iocal school units (districts, town-
ship, or town for example) for some educational purpose such as maintenance
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WEIGHTED MEAN - As used in this study the weighted mean current expenditure

191.

of an enlarged attendance unit, supervésory unit, cr administrative unit or
for the provisfon of special services.

SERVICE FUNCTION = A function performed by some level of school administra=-
tion to enhance or externd the educational services available to schools or
pupils within the jurisdiction of the administrative unit.

SPECIAL PURPOSE AIDS - Identifies the aids approved by laws which indicate
the exact purpose for which monoy shall be expended by local brard of educa-
tion or for which the money is provided. Funds may be allocated to local
school boards to help with expenditures for transportation, for the
physically handicapped children, for rehabilitation of school buildings, Eor3
adult educatfon, for textbooks, for health services, and for school lunches.
SPECIAL SCHOOL DISTRICT = A school district incorporated by a special act

of the state legislature,

STATE AID FOR EDUCATION - Any grant made by & state government for the
support of education.?

SUPERVISORY UNION = An administrative unit used in the New England states
and New York to permit two or more local administrative units to be served
by the same chief administcatfve officer, For all practical purposes the
basic unite within the supervisory union maintain their separate identities
for all purposes except in this sharing of a school admini+*rator.

UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT - A school district providing a publ{c school
program fronm kindergarten or grade 1 to grade 12,

in a region {8 the ratio of the total of all monies spent on current expen-
ditures by all districts in the region to the total A.D.A. in the region.
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J. H. Varf, Tennessee
J. W, Edgar, Texas
T. H. Bell, Utah

(State Coordinatorse)

Herman O. Myers, Florida
Philllp T. Frangos, Michigan
S. Walter Hsrvey, Minnesota
Paul R. Fillion, New Rampshire
John W. Polley, Rew York

Lloyd L. Xogan, New York
Delos D, Williams, Oregon

T. B, Webb, Tennessee

Warcen Hitt, Texas

Walter D. Taltot, Utah

Program Adainistrators

U. 8. Office of Edvcation
Hatry Phillips
James Gibbs
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STATE AGENCY CONTACT PERSON

State

Alabama
Arizcna
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delavare
Florida
Georgla

1daho
1ilinois
Indfana

Tova

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Marytand
Masscchusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippt
Mis-surd
Mnntana
Nebrasha
Nevada

Nev Hampshire
Nev Jersey
New Mexico
Nev York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohto
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pernsylvantia
Rhode tsland
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Person

W. H, Kimbrough

Jim Showers

H. Z. Snell

Robert J. Clemo
Stanley A, Leftminch
Maurfce J. Ross
Edvard J. Moynohan
Elrldge R, Collins
0, ", Joiner

Allen ¥, Jeffries

A. K. Evans

Gerald C, Carmony

D. J. Gillfland

U, H, Budd

James Melton

George 3. Benton, Jr,
Asa A, Gordon

Dr. Q. L. Earhurt
Dr. Everett G, Thistle
Roger Boline

S, Walter Harvey

W, S, Griffin

H. Kenneth Kirchner
John P, Campbdell

M. L, Christensen
John R, Gamble
Will{aa 3. Baston
Edvard W, Kilpatrick
Leonard Delayo
Francis E. Griffin
br. A. Cratg Phillips
A. R, Restoss

John M, Parsons

Dr. Charles L. Wedber
Ltoyd Thomas

Dr. Herbert E. Bryan
fdvard F. Wilcox

R. W. Burnette

Jamea €, Schooler

T. B. Wedder

Leon R. Grahaa

Or, Maurice Barnett
Danfel G, 0'Connor
J. G, Blount, Jr.
Norman Westline
Willfam Cof fman
Alden W, Kingston
Levis Finch
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PROJECT STAFF - UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Clifford P. Hooker, Project Director, is Chairman of the Divisicn of Educa-
tional Administration at the University of Minnesots. Former positions {nclude:
Acting Assistant Superintendent of Schools, Minneapolis; Assistant Dean, School
of Education, University of Pittsburgh; and Visiting Professor, University of
Southero California, Los Angeles. His writings {nclude: Equal Treatment to
Equals, A New Structure for Public Schools in the Kansas City and St, Louls Met-
ropolitan Areas and Cooperation Among School Districts in a Metropolitan Area:

A Case Study, Chapter XV, 1968 NSSE Yesrbook. Professor Hooker has served on
the faculty at the University of Minnesota for the past twelve years. His Ed.D.
degree was earned st Indfans University.

Van D. Mueller, associste director of this project, has been on the faculty
of the University of Minnesota since 1964, and currently holds the position of
Associate Professor and Assistant Chafrman in the Division of Ec¢ucatfonal Admine
- istratfon. His writlngs {nclude co-authorship of Equsl Trcatment to Equals - A
' ew Structure for Public Schools fn _the Kansas City and St. Loufs Metropolitan

Aress and Cooperative Federalism - A Hodel for the Organieation of Education {n
" uetrofol(tln Areas, He has served as a tescher and administrator in the pudblic

schools, State Department of Education finance consultant, and as a consultant
to local and state education agencies. Dr. Mucller received the Ed.D. degree
from Michigan State University in 1964,

The following Research Assistants at the University of Minnesota have cone
b tributed to the project:

John Feda has served as high school teacher, high school principal and superin-
tendent of schools in Mfnnesota for nineteen years. He recefvad his B.A, froa

St. John's Univeraity and his N.A. from the Unfversity of Minnesota. His masters
thesis topic vas "Reorganization of the Forty-four Elementary Districts in the
Alexandria High School Area." Currently he {s completing his Doctor of Education
Degree at the Unfversity of Minnesota. His thesis topic {s "An Anglysis of Inter-
mediate Units as School Property Tax Bases to Meet the Fiscal Disparities Found in
the Support of Edacation,’

v James Lindsay vas, prior to this assignment, a member of the faculty of the College
of St. Thomas, where he designed and was chairman of the Departeent of Quantitstive
Methads. He was also Director of the Cooputing Center. After completing his Doctor
of Philosophy in Education he will work full-time as a sanagenment consultant, Nr.
Lindsay received his undergraduate trafning #t the University of Glasgov, Scotland,
and vorked in fndustry fn that country before coalng to tha U.S.A. in 1959. During
the past few years of hia tenure at the College of St. Thomss, he acted as a cone
sultant to management and to the Industrial Relations Center of the Univeraity of
Chicago and vas {nvolved in several national and interastional studies.

David L. Wettergren fa currently on leave of absence from the school dietrict of
Rochester, Minnesota, vhira he serves as a juntor high school principal. Nr.
Wettergran recafved his 8,A, froa Gustavua Adoiphus Collega in 1961 and his N.A,
from the University of Minnesota in 1966, 1n addition to both teaching and adefns
{strative exparience he has served as an Interm Principsl at Mayo Righ School,
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Rochester, under sponsorship of the Natfonal Association of Secordary School
Principals, Currently he is completing his Doctor of Educatior Degree ac

the University, His thesis topic is "An Analysis of Selected State Legislation
that has Encouraged School District Reorganization."

John Young i{s or, sabbatical leave from Hopkins, Minnesota, School District No.
274, TFor the past ten years he has been employed by the school district as
Director of Business Affairs, He received a B,A, Degree in Business Adminfstra-
tion from the University of Minnesota in 1958, 1In 19€" and 1969 Master of Arts
Specfalist Degrees vere received in Educational Administration. Mr. \oung is
currently pursuing the Ed.D Program. The subject of his thesis {s "A Study of
the Equalfzatfon of Education Costs and Selected Varfables." .
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLING PROCEDURES

" Early in the project it was realized that it would be {mpossible to do
any worthwhile in-depth study of all 48 contiguous states. After collecting
the data reported in Part I of this two part publication several criteria
were estabiished on which a sample of states would be selected. The following
are some of the primary factors considered:

1. Fiscal provisions fncluding incentive aids for school district
reorganization
2, Fiscal capacity of school districts within states
3. Sparsity and density population
4, Progress (or lack of) in reducing numdber of school districts within
the state
5. Historical development of school district organization in the state
6, Geographical and topographical considerations
1. Sophistication of regional organization within the state
8. Level of state support for education
9. Method of allocation of state funds to local districta
10. Avaflability of data on individual school districts within the state.

With these criteria in mind the follewlng staces were selected for inclusion
fn the sample:

CALIFORNIA NEBRASKA
COLORADO NEW HAMPSHIRE
INDIANA NEW YORK

10WA OREQON

MAINE PLNNSYLVANIA
MICHIGAN SOUTH CAROLINA
MINNESOTA UTAH
M15851551PP1 WISCONSIN

Map D1 shows the geographic distritutfon of thess states. Some of the
states vere selected on the basis of satisfying only a few of the criterfon.
For example, Oregon vas included because of the existence of a framework for
collecting taxea on a regfonal basis. Utah has huad the same number of dis-
tricts ever since it became & state and was included for this reason and also
for fts foundation aid program. The above average rate of growth of pupil
population and existence of three types of districts, elementary, secondary
and unified were tha criteria on which selectfon of California wvas made. 1he
existenca of supervisory unions argued for the Inclusfon of Faw Rampshire and
Maine. Both were included because they satisfied other of the criteria 1isted
above,

The project staff wera satfsfied that thess sixteen ststes provided the
videst possibla rangs of experiences {n approaches to organieing and financing
educatfon at the local &nd stata level, Mississippt had & reductfon of approxi-
mately 97X in {ts nusber of school districts {n the period 1348-68. Nev Hampshire
shovs an fncreass of around 21X in secordary dfstricts over the same perfod.
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Nebraska has more one-teacher schools than the rest of the sample put together,
Wisconsin has tried all three forms of legislation, mandatory, permissive and
the use of financial f{ncentives.

The state agency in each of the sixteen sample states was visited at least
once by project gtaff members., Financial reports and other reports were collected
from the agency and the data on cach of the school districts considered were com-
piled from these reports.

Selection of Districts Within the Sample States.

For the fiscal year 1967-68, the year that was chosen for the detailed
study, the sample states reported a total of 9,194 districts in existence,
The number in individual states ranged from 40 in Utah to 2172 in Nebraska,
Rather than draw as a sample a fixed number from each state independent of
the total number of districts within the state it was agreed to use the pethod
normally associated with samples Jrawm from finite populations for purposes of
extracting informatfon that can be recorded as a proportion.

The formula used {s:

2 2

R ) o (o0

Where E 18 allivadle error in sample proportion
t s t-vaiue associated with percentage confidéence
P is expected prodadility
N 1is population sfze
and n {s raquired sample

In ¢coaputing the sample siee for each type of discrict the following

wvere used:
E = 08
te 2
| ST Y
2 2 N

Thus B = t"_p (1-2) N-n reduces to n =
e TR

A graph vas developed using the sbove formula snd the necesssry sanple giees
read Of‘O

Table D1 shows the fiaal nueder of districts used in the snalysis ta
each stste. Esch type of diatrict within esch state was treated 48 a separste
populstion, Thus the niaimel acceptsnce level of the derveloped formation ia
the same for esch of the )0 different sud groups withia tha 2,702 districts
ta the total ssmple,

o 217




TABLE D-1
SAMPLING PLAN FOR SIXTEEN SAMPLLE STATES

Total Number Total U'nified Secondary lementary Noa=Operating
State of Districts Sample Total Sample Total Sample Total Sample Total Sampie
California 1088 286 229 94 121 61 738 131 0 o
Colorado 18] 81 178 81 4] o 3 [\] 0 0 be
Indiana 380 134 332 105 3 0 45 29 ° 0 -~
o
lowa 456 117 455 117 o (4] i 0 0 0
Maine 307 140 116 58 3 [\] 131 “3 57 24
Michigan 712 293 541 220 (4] o 147 73 p24 0
Minnesota 1134 241 428 107 4] o 698 134 8 0
Mississippi 148 77 148 77 0 0 0 o o ]
Nebraska 2172 182 324 107 19 19 1400 141 429 115
Xew Hampshire 183 77 162 77 2 o 5 0 14 0
NXew York 936 247 728 247 4 0 48 0 156 0
Oregun 36 188 149 73 31 29 181 86 ] ©
pennsylvania 499 108 499 108 (4] [} [} [} o o
South Carolina 105 61 105 61 4] 0 L] 0 [ 0
tU'tah 40 40 40 &0 (4] 0 [\] o 0 0
. wWisconsin 487 230 372 172 16 i6 83 42 16 0
m TOTALS 9194 2702 4806 1744 199 125 3480 694 709 13
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Except for the inclusion of the largest districts (to ensure the maximum
possible student representation within the districts studfed) the majority of
the districts were chosen at random using a table of random numbers and number-
ing the districts as they appeared on state agency reporte, the largest dis-
tricts were defined to be those above a minimum size. Table D-2 glves th:ise
minimums for each state except Utah where all of the districts were included
frr analysis,

TABLE D-2
Minimum Size - Inclusive for "Large" Districts

% of the sample

State Minimum Sirze above this minimum
talffornta 6000 57
Colorado - 3000 30
iadfana 3000 33
Lowa 3000 19
Miine 600 31
‘ichigan 3000 36
Minnesota 3000 15
Mississippt 6000 19
‘ebraska 600 10
vew Hampshire 600 65
New York 6000 22
Oregon 3000 12
rennsylvania 6000 14
““uth Carolina 6000 50
-isconsin 1200 40

2 the total sample 28% fell Into the proup defined as befng largest in
the state.

To permit case of analysis the data gathered from the various state agency
reports vere reduced to a dollar amount per pupll unit eftker A,D.A. or A.D.N.
Within each state the use of A.D.A. or A,D,M, was conslatent, The comparison
of data across state linea war done using derived parameters so the use of both
A.D.A, and A.D,M, did not cause problems. The distribution of velues of doth
the nusbers of students In attendsnce and assessed value behind each pupil was
Such that the use of the figures in raw form wculd have caused difficulties in
computation and the evaluatfon of the correlations and 1inear regression models.
A proxy measure, the natural logarithm of each value ralsed to third power was
therefore used.

REGIONAL yNITS

The sample of reglonai units was dravn froa the same sixteen states as
the abuse described sample, Dnifferent criterla vere developed to identify
the poptlation within each state. Already existing regional unlits and/or
econdalc planning unita wvere identified in each state and pupil enrollment
vas coeputed for each reglon. The regfons within each state were stratified
into three strata according to sire. With the exception of New York stste
vhere the tong 1sland planning unit was used the largest region in terms of
students cnrolled vas chosen to represent our stratum. The choice of regions
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from the other two sirata was {nfluenced by the nead for representation of
different geographical areas within each state, The maps to be found in
Chapter V of this volume give visual representation of the distribution of

the units finally chosen,
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Table E-1,--California (Elementary}

Standard Welighting

Variables _ Ranqge Median Mean Deviatien Maar,
Students $-23,982 931 4486 5849 -
Valvation/Btudent $535-416,231 §$13,762 $39,469 $80,171 $10, 4
Total Tax Rate (Mills) .36-5.50 2.2% 2.39 W12 2,85
Current Tax Rate (Mills) +36=5.50 2,01 2,06 .64 2.43
Expenditure/studeats

Transportation $0-581 $17 $38 $73 (331

Current 231-3130 523 617 335 529

Capital and Debt 0-1333 56 81 146 56

Total 340-4129 583 698 425 584
State Aid/Student:

Foundation $99-1400 $247 §264 §130 $2¢8

Transportation 0 0 0 0 0

Current Aid 99-1400 247 264 130 268

Capital Debt [+] 0 0 [+] [

Miscellaneous 0-10 0 25 1.43 .20

Total Ald 99-140Q 249 2G4 130 268
Effort Index

Total ,01-6.92 2.70 2.58 1.34 -

Current .01-6.18 2.12 2.11 1.14 -
Sample: Size 131

Total Students 587,654
Table E-2.--Callifornia (Secondary)
Standard NBiqhtl::

Variables Range Median Mean Deviativn Mean .
Students 211-20038 3127 560% 5634 -
Valuat {fon/Student $17,083-220,690 $35,210 $47,941 $40,457 32,164
Total Tax Rate Mills «75-3.2% 1.94 1.9 <53 .10
Current Tax Rate (Mills) .75-2.74 1.70 1.65 .43 1.e3
Expenditure/student s

Transportation $4-275 §25 §34 $40 $19

Current 601-1669 766 824 200 765

Capital and Debt 36-973 139 162 122 159

Total 726-1957 901 986 247 92¢
State Af{d/Student:

Foundation $129-624 $.64 $269 $99 §297

Transportation ° ° o ¢} 0

Current Aid 129.624 2¢4 269 99 297

Capital Debt ° ° 4] 4] -

Miscelianeous 0-36 0 .90 5 .20

Total Aid 129-624 264 270 99 297
Effort Index

Total +68~5,10 1.84 1.86 .61 -

Current «52-2.24 1.47 1.41 41 -

Sample: Size 61
Total Students 336,357
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. Standard Weighting
Variables kange Median Mean Deviation vean
Students 3569-643128 12513 26021 67288 -
Valuation/Student $3578-26054 $8580 39474 $4414 $10,189
Yotal Tax Rate (Mille) 2.64-6.69 4.47 4.51 .78 4.32
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 1.82-6.09 3,73 1.78 .67 366
Expenditure/Student:

Transportation $2-38 $11 $14 $a L]

Current 481-1009 597 618 335 620

Capital and Dcbt 3-199 69 72 36 73

Total 543-1134 671 €90 107 e
State Aid/Student:

Foundation $148-2387 $289 $275 $64 $262

Transportation 0 "] 0 o o

Current Ald 148-387 289 75 &4 262

Capital Debt 0 0 0 a2 ]

Miscellancous 0-35 [ .17 4 2

Total Aid 148-187 291 275 63 264
Effort Index

Total 2.47-7.03 4.64 4.64 .97 -

Current 1.71-6.22 31.67 3.79 77 -
Sample: Size 94

Total Students 2,445,971
Table E-4.--Colorado (Unified)
Standard veighted

Variables Range Kedian Mean Deviation Mean
Students 77-88016 690 4770 12221 -
Valuation/Student $2,031-37,651 $9,612 $11,984 $6,710 $6,877
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 20.00-61.18 36.71 36.26 10.33 46.32
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 12.60-4704 28.51 28.49 8.61 3T.7¢
Expenditure/Students

Transportaticn §0-168 $37 $49 §41 $13

Current 3180-1273 657 678 168 s%1

Capital and Debt 5-316 84 89 51 B8O

Total 406-1351 751 768 190 671
State Aid/Student:

Foundation $16-301 §$130 $140 $S3 $10¢

Transportation 0-117 19 29 28 6

Current Aid 76-424 195 214 70 156

Capital Debt 0 [+ [} D 0o

Mirccllaneous 2-48 5 7 8 8

Total Ald 79-424 202 220 69 164
bttctt Index :

Total 12,50-88.90 49.50 49.84 16,72 -

Current 11.20-74.70 42.10 42.16 13.96 -

Sample: Size B1

Total Students 386,401
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Table Ev5.--Indiana (Elementary)

Standard Weighted

Variables Range Median Mean Deviation Mean
Students 140-2645 32. 503 526 -
Valuation/Student §3313-133%46 $7760 $13024 $23440 $10, 765
Pclal Tax Rate (Millse) ¢63-53.84 3.60 3.69 1.41 4,31
Currenc 'fax Rate {Mills) +55-5,i5% 3.60 3.47 1.21 3.84
Exnenditure/Student:

Wrnnsportation il-132 $62 $65 $28 $51

Current 322-706 442 444 86 439

Capital and Debt 0-281 1¢ 32 54 29

Total 332-1706 617 676 243 670
State Aid/Student:

foundation $0-247 $168 $157 $56 $167

Transportation 0-69 34 37 33 28

Curront Aid 0-208 204 194 70 195

Capital pebt 0-47 43 41 1l 42

Miscellancous 3-65 8 11 11 10

Total Ald 63-349 255 245 68 247
Effort Index

Total 1.18-9.98 4.54 4.63 2.21 -

Current .52-6.62 2.81 2.95 1,22 -
Sample: Size 29

Total Students 14,951
Table E-6.-=Indiana {Unifled)

Standard Welghted
variables Range Median Mean Deviation Mean
Students 178-97573 2366 5859 11146 -
Valuation/Student $3642-32610 88261 50698 $3319 $8995
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 2.82-7.53 4.94 5.00 .95 4.99
Current Tax Rate {(Xills) 2.20-6.04 4.04 4.10 .79 4.07
Expenditure/Students

Transportation $0-142 $34 $35 $24 $20
Current 357-689 487 493 57 516
Capital and Debt 0-690 68 106 119 151
Total 421-1372 609 €51 150 730
State Ald/Student:
Foundation $0-250 $175 $17% $30 $173
Transportation - 0-74 15 17 13 &
Current Aid 0-323 190 191 37 181
Capital Debt 0-49 42 42 4 42
Micce!laneoun 3-31 15 15 5 19
Total Aid 73-370 247 249 35 242
Effort Indcx .
Total 1.05-9.96 4.17 4,50 N -
Current : 1.96-6.21 3.57 3.59 .7t -

Sample: Siza 105
Total Students 6)5,184
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Table E-7.--Towa {Unified)

.

Standarad wWoighted
Variables Rarge Median Mean bLaviation M2an
Students 258-46021 931 2843 5858 -
Vatuation/Student $4718-23926 $10556 $11193 $13555 $8715
Total Tax Rate (Kills) 11.64-80.32 48.92 48.00 8.09 52,8)
Currcnt Tax Rate (Mills) 29.22-80.14 43.72 43.54 7.93 47.¢1
Expenditure/Student:
Transpoxtation $3-110 $46 $44 §22 §21
Current 460-545 626 637 LY 587
Capital and Debt 4-134 22 27 18 24
Total 476~989 656 664 104 6Ll
State Aid/Student:
Foundation $107-205 $159 $157 $19 $160
Transportation 0 0 ] 0 0
Current Aid 107-20§ 159 157 19 160
Capital pebt 0 0 o 0 0
Miscellaneous 0 [} 0 0 0
Total Aid 107-205 159 157 19 160
Effort Index
Total 28.48-88.00 45.90 47.81 11.02 -
Current 26.70-7%.70 43.40 45,27 10.17 -
Samples Size 117
Total Studénts 332,646
Table E-8.--Maine (Non-Ogerating)
o Standars Weichied
Variables Range Median Mgan Deviation ¥ean
Students 1-210 16 27 34 -
valuation/Student $4054-2340,000 $26988 $49941 $R0415 $15,918
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 0-45.20 13.84 16.34 11.65 25.01
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 0-45.20 12,88 16.20 11.65 24 .92
Expenditure/Students
Transportation $0-768 $133 $205 $280 $107
Current 0-2147 168 282 251 134
Capital and Debt 0-30 o 4 11 5
Total 0-1427 630 606 501 519
State Afd/Student:
Foundation $0-685 $175 $201 $190 $257
Transportation [+] [+] [+] 0 0
Current Aid 0-685 175 201 190 257
capital pebt 0 0 0 0 0
Miscellaneous 0-167 [+] 15 44 4
Total Aid 61-685 253 248 195 . 261
Effort Index
Total +10-42.80 15.20 17.23 11.52 -
Current +10~8,20 .10 2.3 2,96 -

Sample: Sive 24
Total Stucdents 683
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Table [E-9,--Maine (Elementary)

Stancard Weighted

Variables Range Median Mean Deviation Mran
Students 9-1555 128 163 214 -
Valuation/Student $4205-45451 $10446 §13%86 $9639 $11,323
Total Tax Rata (Mills) 9.30-46.4) 25.93 27.75 B.&8 30.30
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 9.30-44.44 25.10 25.11 7.82 27.03
Expenditure/Student:

Transportation $CG-348 $66 $81 $57 562

Current 211-1043 407 450 163 391

Capital and Debt 0-1%4 27 30 24 39

Total 316-150C 662 719 243 642
State Aid/Student:

Foundation $0-766 §235 $238 $222 $204

‘fransportation o] 0 o] 0 [

Current Aid 0-786 235 238 292 201

Capita) Debt 0-24 0 .40 3 .20

Miscallaneoua 0-8 V] .27 1 .70

Total Aid 0-786 235 242 295 206
Effort Index

Total 7.40-86.10 40.10 40.95 16.69 -

Current .10-37.70 14.10 14.48 8,34 -
Sanple: Sira 5B

Total Students 9588
Table £ -10.--Maine (Unifiad)
Stondard wWeighted

Variables _ Range Madfian Mean Deviation Mean
Students 155-13563 1361 1971 21 -
valuation/Student $3697-50167 $11446 $14312 $9071 §$13,964
Total Tex Rate (Mills} 11,15-50.92 32.47 3i.02 8.28 31.81
Currert Tax Rate (Millyg) 8.83-42.92 27.40 27.03 6.95 27.65
Expenditure/Student:

Transportation $3.93 $24 $28 si8 s21

Current 292-662 461 456 68 456

Capital and pebt 0-146 51 48 32 52

Total 323-747 519 514 86 512
State Aid/Student:

Foundation $45-352 $92 §115 $66 %92

Transportation ] 0 o} 0 0

Current Aid 46-352 97 118 65 96

Capital Debt 0-33 1 5 8 8

Miscellaneous 0-6 0 1 2 1

Total Ald T=352 102 125 65 105
Effort Index )

Total © 9.60-57.80 32,00 .79 9.50 -

Current : 4.50-55.10 28.70 27.63 8.96 -
Sample: Size 58

Total Students 114,290
220
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Table Z.ll.._Michigan (Elementary)
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S:nndard

TEICSLY
Weighted

Varisbles Range Hedian Neat Deviatiun Mean
Students 1-5D50 31 204 859 -
Valuat ton/Student $4,692-03,540 §$12,603 §$14,69) $11,432 9,542
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 3,28-30.51 12.20 12.81 4.40 22.18
Curront Tax Rate {Mills) 2.78-23.51 11.00 11.78 1,82 16.91
Expenditure/Studunts
Transportation $0-377 $5 $42 $67 $37
Current 172-1392 389 421 195 511
Caplital and Dedt 0-449 10 37 63 90
Total 179-1841 422 465 242 601
State Aid/Student:
Foundation §61-373 $197 §186 §8? $297
Transportation 0-243 18 a0 34 19
Current Ald 0-380 228 218 90 315
capital Debt 0 0 0 0 0
Miscellaneous ] 0 1] 0 0
Total Aid 0-380 228 210 90 318
Effort Index
Total .10-48.10 15.60 16.99 10.64 -
Current .10-39.80 12.90 14.12 8.70 -
Earpla: Size 73
Total Students 15,237
Table E.12..-Michigan {Unifiad)
Standard Weighted
Variables Ranga Madian Mean Deviation Mean
Students 179-295907 2820 £110 20678 -
valuatfon/Student 5250-54741 12240 13993 6737 §15,354
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 10.00-32.60 18.50 16.2% 5.73 21.43
Current Tax Rata (Mills) 4.00-29.32 24.40 14.37 5.32 17.40
Expenditure/Student:
Transportation . $0-89 $32 $31 $19 $16
Curcent 404-951 556 510 97 630
Capital and Debt 16-331 110 106 62 104
Total 491-1153 658 661 124 733
State Aid/Students
Poundation $13-409 §256 $257 $57 $254
Transportation 0-39 14 14 10 6
Curcrent Aid 14-410 270 210 56 260
Capital pebt 4] 0 0 0 0
Miscellaneous [} 0 0 [} 0
Total Aid 14-410 270 270 56 260
Effort Index
Total 13.33-79.40 30.30 31.56 9.68 -
Current : 9.60-49.30 21.40 22.08 6.05 -

Sample: Size 220
Total Students 1,474,930
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Table £-13,--HMinnesota (Eiementary)

Standard wWeighted
Varisbles Range Median Mean Deviation Mean
Students 6-219 19 35 39 -
.
Vatuation/Studtent $3,077-253,188 §$18,395 $25,99) $32,113 19,061
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 0-165.00 42.00 48.10 27.00 6.25
Current Tax Rate (Mills} 0-165.00 40.00 41 238 5.29
Expenditure/Student:
Transportation $0-660 $105 $118 $92 $119
current 322-.2,010 567 606 240 590
Capital and Dobt 0-389 o 19 58 41
Total 304-2,000 587 644 276 667
State Ald/students
Foundation $10-653 §$186 $20¢ $95 $225
Traneportation 0-182 63 67 35 71
Current Aid 41-502 253 266 lo8 2%5
Capital Debt 0 0 0 0 0
Mincellareous 0.195 15 20 43 18
Total Aid 41-508 274 275 117 k3 &)
Effort Index .
Total .10-86.90 16.50 19.69 14.0¢ -
Current «10-91.00 15.50 i8.42 12.69 -
Sarplo: Size 134
Total Students 4,780
Table I-14.--Mlnnesota (Unified)
Staudard welghted
Variables Range Hodian Mean Deviation Mean
Students 159-76314 1100 5211 10179 -
valuation/Student $2,004-18, 743 $6,529 $7,118 $3,147 $8,141
Total Tax Rate (Miile) 89.00-390.00 152.00 157.20 46.60 149.55
Current Tax Rate (Mills)  42.00-356.00 108.00 114.66 42.60 109,15
Expenditure/Student:
Transportation §2-80 $38 §34 §17 §21
Current 412-848 5338 545 68 544
Capital and Debt 23-194 87 90 31 84
Total 494-890 621 635 76 628
State Aid/Student:
Foundation $124-307 $220 $214 $48 $204
Transportation 0-48 26 24 12 12
Current Aid 125-245 243 237 49 216
Capital Debt 0 0 0 0 0
Miscallaneous 0~179 28 33 29 42
Zowal Al 151-481 272 270 60 258
Effort Inlex
Total : 10.20-~93.20 51.40 51.85 15.76 -
Current 10.50-91.80 45.00 45.90 14,34 -

Sample: Size 107

Total Students 557,623

LS
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Table E.15.--Missiselppi (Unified)
Standard Ye lgh-.t:d
Variables Range Medlan Mean Deviation Mean
Students 739-35572 3028 4262 4449 -
Valuation/Student $1,719-11,971 #3,727 $4,557 $2,066 §5,630
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 20.75-42.00 31,00 30.37 4.37 30.20
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 18.00-32, 00 25.00 25.27 2.17 25.12
Expendliture/Student
Transportation $0-75 §27 $26 $17 519
Curzent 259-484 334 340 49 345
Capital and Debt 1-118 25 30 24 3s
Total 269-591 364 370 63 380
State Ald/Student:
Foundation $133-223 $171 §173 $21 $164
Transportation [} ] [} 0 [}
Current Ald 159-238 185 188 19 183
Cupltal pebt 0-44 2 6 9 7
Miscellaneous 1-52 H 8 10 G
Total Aid 179-270 199 201 23 195
Effort Index
Total 14.20-83.74y 36.60 38.91 13.45 -
Current 16.30-.77.30 32.20 36.36 13.47 -
Al
Sample: Size 77
Total Students 328, 140
Table E-16.--Nebraska (Non-Operating)
Standard Welchted
Variables Range Yedian Mean Deviation Moan
. Students 1-157 12 18 21 -
valuation/Student $7671-357,000 $23,786 $33,770 $39,479 $22,533
Total Tax Rate (Miils) 2.50-41.90 16.80 17.79 8.18 17.88
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 2,50-41.90 16.80 17.79 8.18 17.85
Expenditure/Student:
Transportation $0-1771 3} §50 $177 $20
Current 0-3028 281 kXD 298 243
Capital and pebt 0 0 0 0 0
Total 0-3028 281 3l 298 243
State Ald/Student:
Foundatlon §0-242 3} $15 $33 $11
Transportation o] 4] 0 o] o]
Cuzrent Ald 0-243 0 15 a3 11
Capital pebt [} [} [} [} o
Migcellaneous 0 0 0 0 4]
Total Ald 0-243 0 15 33 11
Effort Index
- " Total .10-36.20 11.00 12.01 7.17 -
' - Curzent .10-36.20 11.00 12.01 7.17 -
Sample: Size 115
Total Students 2,029
O
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Table E-17.w-Nebraska {Elementary)

Standard \leighted

Varizbles __Range Madian Mean Devittion Vsar
Students 2-141 16 21 26 -
valuation/Student $8718-177000 $36,727 842,761 $25,227 $32,677
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 6.16-57.72 22.32 23.02 7.63 26.856
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 6.16-51.72 22.23 22.56 7.67 25.73
Expenditure/student

Transportaticn $0-148 $0 $15 $30 $20

Curcrent. 0-4210 518 599 390 512

capital and Debt [} 0 o [} 0

Total 200-4213 516 626 418 530
State Aid/Student:

Foundation 0-320 $44 $53 $39 $35

Transportation [} [} [} [} [}

Current Aid 0-320 44 53 39 35

Capital Debt ] ] (1] ] (1]

Miscallaneous [} [} 0 [} 0

Total Aid 0-320 44 53 19 3%
. Effort Index

Total 4.20-45.20 13.80 15.28 7.38 -

Current 3.90-43,50 13,20 14.78 7.1% -
Samples Size 141

Total Students 3,782
Table £-18.--Nebraska (Secondary)
Standard Waighted

Variables Range Median Mean Leviation Mean
Students 35-473 92 138 113 -
Valuation/Student $46,632-285,478 $86,608 $100,966 $55,019 "$96,067
Total Tax Rate {Mills) n/a n/a n/a n/a 15.38
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 8.00-28.66 12.25 14.30 6.46 12.24
Expenditure/Student:

Transportation §0-304 0 $27 $73 $25

Current 569-2050 1167 1211 EL-F) 1014

capital and Debt 0-333 49 85 92 68

Total 647-3851 1273 1422 726 1149
State Aid/Student:

Foundation $o-130 $49 $56 $40 $46

Tranaportatfon [} [} [} [} [}

Current Aid 0-130 49 56 40 46

Capital pebt 0 0 0 0 0

Miscellaneous [} 0 0 0 [}

Total Aid 0-130 49 56 40 46
Effort Index

Total 7.60-32.40 13.5%0 14.90 6.79 -

Current $.60-35.90 11.90 13.75 7.90 -

Sample: Size 19

Total Students 2,626
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Table E-1%,--Nebraeka (Unified)

223

Stindard Yeighted

Variabies Range Median Mean De riation Mean
Students 97-57272 391 1729 6214 -
Valuation/Student $1641-49,466  §11,359 $13,287 $6,952 $10,457
Total Tax Rate (Mills) 16.00-50.80 48.00 42,23 12.67 55.79
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 14.03-74.10 43.08 43,52 11.81 45,31
Cxpenditure/student:

Transportation $0-132 $28 $34 $29 $9

Current 399-1174 597 631 145 550

Capital and Debt 0-112 16 23 21 12

Total 428-1162 639 664 150 582
Stato Aild/Students

Foundation $4-62 $19 $21 $10 $22

Transportation 0 0 0 0 Q

Current Aid 4-62 19 21 10 22

Capital pebt [} [} [} [} [}

Miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 o3

Total Aid 4.62 19 21 10 22
Effort Index

Total 11.50-97.70 51.00 50.44 18.49 -

Current 10.30-96.50 48.70 48.80 17.76 -
Sample: size 107

Total Students 184,993
Table 2:20.--New Hampshire (Unified)
Standard veighted

Variables Range Med'an Mean Deviation Mzan
Students 23-12448 991 1432 1872 -
valuation/Student $14268-122,351 $30,160 $37,958 $20,799 1 $35,098
Total Tax Rate (Mills} 7.10-36.36 19.39 18.98 6.25 18.89
Current Tax Rate (Mille) 3,25-30.02 15.36 15.10 5.66 13.30
Expenditure/Student;

Transportation $9-160 $31 $40 $31 $26

Current 364-858 513 527 191 520

Capital and Debt 0-925 101 153 159 201

Total 412-1429 639 679 184 721
State Aid/Student:

Foundation 0-170 $5 $35 $45 $23

Transportation 0 o] [+] [+] o]

Current Aid 0-170 $5 35 45 23

Copital Debt 0-69 13 17 14 19

Miscellaneous L] o] [} 0 0

Total Aid 0-180 35 52 47 41
Effort Index

Total ©.70-43.00 18.50 18.87 7.62

Current 5.70-25.90 14.90 14.71 4.43 -

Sample: Size 77
Total Students 109,852
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Tabla E-2).--Fow Yorx (Unified)

L — = Y
Standard Welahted
variables Range Median Soan Daviation Hian
Students 69-1,024,762 2192 9143 65032 -
Valuatlon/Student $4,755-161,174 $21,087 $20,663 $23.613 $35.7%9
Total Tax Rate [Mills) 6.04-27.79 17.51 17.85 4.59 17.44
Current Tax Rate {Kills) «27-35,25 12,87 12.90 5.07 13,30
Expenditure/Student:
Tracsportation §0-259 k48 E13] $3l (21
Cutreent 638-2,707 1,048 1,120 277 1,129
Capltal and Dedt 0-788 101 1 76 125
Total 69)-3,001 1,172 1,231 ED%) 1,2%4
Stata Ald/Student:
Foundation $55-1521 $547 $535 $2)0 §450
Transportation © ] 0 ° Q9
Current Ald $5-1521 547 %35 218 459
Capital Debt Q 0 -] [ 0
Hiscellarcous 0-523 3 “w 12 20
Total ald 166-1,510 583 574 187 470
Effork Index
Total 8.20-79.20 24.10 25.63 9.4% -
Current 3.40-72.20 22,00 22.37 8.0% -
Sarple: Sire 247
Total Studants 2,010,618
Table L+22.+-0tcgon (Elementary)
Standazd ¥aightasd
Variables Aange Median Mear.  Deviation  Mea
Students 2-51719 »” 354 1ay -
Valuation/Student $0,711.881,297. §34,0% $15,114  $120,280 $30.558
Total Tax Mata (Mills) n/a afn n/s n/a s
Current Tax Rate (Mills) 2.20-31.28 12,0 12.0) .86 1%.1)
Expenditore/Stodent:
Yranspottation $0-687 $38 $1r k10 [EH}
Current 3180-4,411 17 Ll 368 (]
Capital and Dedt n/a n/a n/a n/a ns
total 180-4,412 (3§ eot 1141 06
Stata A{d/Students
foundation $14-88) Hn $ik1 " (1))
Trarspottation 0-430 12 1] (1] 15
Curzent Afd 34-95% 119 02 12) 150
Capita) bevt [ ° ° 0 0
Bircrllaness 0-41 1 & 10 4
Total \i4 36-9% 1y 20} 110 i
tifort Index
Totsl (Mot Coaputed)
Cortant +10<31.30 1,10 12.14 .03 an

Surpler Bive M

Totad Stodeats 0.1

n/a = pot avatlavle

ety 2
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Table £-23..-Oregon {(Secondary)

us.

Standard ¥eighted
Vagiables — Range Bedlan Fean  Deviatfon — Mean _
Students 19-3549 654 1016 1088 -
Valuation/Student $22,804-201,762 $38,41% $46,009 $32.405 $15.529
Total Tax Rata (Nills) n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a
Current Tax Rate (Milla) .89-19.47 13.04 13.32 3. 13,93
Expenditure/Student:
Transportation $10-172 $40 [11] $)% $3%
Curzent 611-1100 759 168 122 703
Capital and Debt n/a a n/a n/s n/a
Total 611-1100 59 68 i 0
State Ald/Student:
Foundation $49-331 $191 §1e8 $61 19
Sransportation 5-63) HL ) 4% e 18
Curgent Afd 54-920 1?2 238 148 a1
Capital Debt [ 4] Q [¢] o
Miscellaneous 0.42 ? 10 L] 10
Total Aid 54-920 222 244 144 221
tifort Index
Total (Mot corguted)
Cugrant .80--20.00 13.20 13.%2 3.7 -
Sargle: S4ta 29
Total Studenta 19,4%7
n/a = aot availadle
fable 2-24.--0reqon (Unitied)
Standatd Welghted
Waripblan Radge Meiisy Mean  _Deviation __ Mean
Steodents 91-72066 17 1123 1 .
Valoation/Btodent $16,620-208,89) 111,60 fa2.35% $31,024 $33.018
Total Tax Pate (Mille} a n/a n/a /s na
Current Tax Rate (rilis) 3.96.28.9% 15.1) 15.60 $.17 14.20
Expenditure/Students
Tranaportation $0.14¢ (11 40 2 $1y
Corrent an.1.3218 680 m 150 638
Copital and Dedt n/a n/a n/a r/a o/a
Total 489-1,)28 [(1.0] m 159 1
State Al4/Brodent:
Foundation §-316 137 158 1] $148
Transportation 174 19 21 14 10
Cuttent 214 $.32% 169 m 4@ 159
Capitsl Dedt ° [} ] [ L ]
Kiacellaneoot 131 1 4 13 @
Total Ald 5-32% i i1 21 o@ 160
Effort Index
total (Rot Computed)
Corrant 3,80-29.60 15, % 15,64 8.21 -
Saspla: $isa 1)
Potal Studenta 262,%4)
R/ & pot avsblabie,
: €99
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Table E.25.--Pennaylvanis (Unified)

Standard Weighted

Variables Range Median Mean Deviation Maan
Studants $1-248701 2332 $79) 23406 -
valuation/Studant $4,915-460,070 $15.424 nran $10.538 $21.458
Total Tax Rate (Milla) $.54.22.12 20.99 21.17 $.2) 19.10
Current Tax Rate (Mills) .48-56.04 14.29 14.3) $.49 14.40
Expenditure/Students

Transportation $2.118 $13 $16 22 $23

Currant 471-1011 87 607 92 n

capital and Dedt 0-31% 98 101 136 82

Yotal 471-1347 697 €95 182 e8co
State Afd/Student:

Poundation $0-6)8 $369 $35%0 $178 $402

Transportation ] 4] ] ] 4]

Current Ald 0-638 369 368 178 402

Capital Debt [} ] [} ] ]

Miscellaneous o [ -] [} o

Total Ald 0-618 369 368 178 a2
Effort Index

Total $.%0-32.10 21.00 21.4C «“n -

Current 3.90-24.60 14.20 14.02 3.5% -
Sarple: Size 100

Total Students 634,711
Tadle L.26.--South Carolina (Unified}
standatd Weighted

Yazlables Rnge Medipn Bean Davlation Mean
Studente 487-5176¢ 4950 1667 8542 -
Valuat ion/Student $469-561? 1489 $1549 $994 $167)
Total Tax Rete (Ki1le}  23.00.93.00 60.00 60.0) 14.61 63.8%
Current fax fate (Killa} 23,00.79.00 $5.00 $4.87 11.¢9 £6.16
Eapenditure/Stodent

Transportation $0-10 e $s 3] s

Cutrent 7470 s 3t 4 s

Capital and Debt -1 40 4 " s6

Total 305-689 a2 '3y 1 460
State Afd/Student,

Foundation $14)-230 "n s 14 18

Transportation o-9 3 3 ] 3

Cettent Afd 172-261 209 203 28 210

Capital Dedt 0.31 ] 3 ] &

Riscellareous [} ] L] [} ]

fotal Afd 111-201 121 225 21 728
tffoct Index

Totel 10.00-99. 70 19.20 . 22,18 -

Current 10.00.99.80 2.2 40.42 34.63 -

SatPlar Sine €1
Total Stedente 464.2)9
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Table t-27.--Utsh (Unk€ied)

Standard weighted

Variables — Jange Hedisn Mean _ Deviation __ Mean
Studente 187-37873 2)0) 7085 11488 -
valuation/Btudent $1,831.25,3) 15.98) 66,547 13,828 15,228
Total Tax Mate (Mille) 33.00-39.00 $0.98 $0.28 4.77 $).48
Current Tax Rate (Mille) 23.00-34.67 20,48 %N .56 30.48
Expeniitura/Student:

fransportation $2-7% $1e0 $24 (3% $12

Current 449-1,17 843 $80 158 509

Capital anl Dedt 10-2%0 108 102 6 101

fotel $81-1,%88 799 840 228 136
State Afd/Student:

Foundation $4-687 $306 $318 f120 277

franaportation 1-31 13 17 1) ]

Currant Ald 40-211 319 38 127 %y

Capital Dedt [ -] [} [} [}

Miscellaneova 2-2% ¢ ] $ [

fotal Ald $8-735 27 b1 13 129 298
tffort Indax

Total 22,70-9B.60 ¢7.%0 33.82 6.70 -

Current 10.00-%6.20 35.60 36. 44 6.60 -
Samples Bize 40

Tolol Studenta 202.218
Tabla £-~20.-.Wisconain (tleasatary)
$tandatrd weighted

Yarisbiep Mnge —Nediap Mean _ Deviatloa Meap
Students 21-19%% 1s¢ N (31} -
Velsation/Btudent $2),006-225, 880 $3¢.20) $70.41) $85.004 $23.07¢
Total Tax Rate (Rilla) 3.00-21.0) 9.6¢ 2.9 4.62 11.60
Currant Tax Rate (Rilla) 1,80-17.7) 1.8 .49 4.1 10.07
Expenditera/Btudent:

Tranaportation 140 [11) (31 [} 1] (23]

Crrrent 1)6-1,107 1) S¢d 134 670

Capital ond Dedt 823 30 (3] 7 ”

Total 236-1,3¢4 $91 32 m 720
State Ald/Ntodent:

Poendatioca $0-114 (1] 438 $19 f4e

Tranapottation 0-43 1l 13 11 1

Corcrent Afd 0-12% 4 49 20 $s

Capital Dedt ] ] 9 0 0

Niscellanscan 0-16 4 4 3 10

Total Ald 9-129 $1 L 1] n (1)
Effort Indes

Total 1.60.19.30 2.40 9.5¢ 4.8 -

Current 1.60-1%.9%0 1.60 0.4% .04 -

Savple: Bipe 42

total Stedente 14,109

235
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Tabla E-29.--Miaconsin (Secondary)

Standard Waighted
vVariables Ranga Medien Mean Deviatlon Moan
Students 29-220% 613 154 523 -
5 Valuation/Student $29,072-200,610 $02,0827 $96,236 $43,0842 $105.63%
Total Tax Rate {Mills) 4.32-17.%3 9.7 9.28 .18 B.5%0
Current Tax Pate (Mille) J3.59-17.19% 1.724 8.23 3.18 7.91
Expenditure/Studentt
Transpoctation $6-142 (3] $61 $10 $63
Cucrent $59-1,101 14 785 151 802
capital and Debt 0-200 118 116 (1] 132
Total 616-1,286 813 904 197 %39
State Afd/Student
roundation $6-58 111} $51 " [ 1 X]
Transportation 0-2¢ 20 18 ? 19
Current Ald 12-81 7% 69 1 7
Capltal padt Q ] 1] Q Q
Miscellaneous 0-16 7 -] (] 10
Total Aid 34-96 6l 7 16 a1
Effort Index
Total 3.40-18.90 9.50 9,94 3.91 -
Current 3,40-17.10 B.20 0.64 .49 -
hd .
tarple: Bise 16
Total Studants 12.¢40
Tabla £.30.-Migconsin {Unlfied]
- Standard Waighted
. Varlables Mange is Bea visti Mean
. Students $7-12%740 1142 3350 10371 -
Valvation/Student $3169-4%.77% $23,%28 $25,62) $11.017 $31,018
Total Tax Rate (xills)  9.80.10.20 18.00 18.28 314 .21
Current Tax fats (xi11e) 8.61-27.94 15.14 14.92 1.81 15.02
i Expenditure fStudent:
| transportation $0-194 $53 113 12 $20
. Currert 408-99% 601 616 [1] (31
Capital and bebt 0-349 [3) L1} [}} 82
Total 44%5-1144 692 02 1 (2}
State Atd/stedent
Foundation $21-76) $209 $20) §108 14
Tesnsportation o-44 1? 16 k] |
Current Aid 22-761 1351 220 112 141
Capital Debt ] 0 Q 0 ]
nis wllaneons 0-105 ] 10 k] 15
Totsl Add 29-966 .M 230 114 156
Effort 1nden
Total 10.30.38.80 18.¢60 1%.2) 4.67 -

Current 0,40-26.79 15.10 16,22 $.1n -

ERIC
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Table E-31.-~-Analysis

of Student Vvariable

Range Median Mean
Type and State (students) (Students) (Students)
Non-Operating
Maine 1-210 16 27
Nebraska 1-157 12 18
Elementary
California 5-.23,982 931 4,486
Indiana 140-2, 645 320 503
Maine 9.1,555 128 163
Michigan 7-5,050 3l 204
Minnesota 6-219 19 35
Nebraska 2-141 16 27
Oregon 2-5,179 97 354
Wisconsin 22-1,956 156 338
Secondary
California 211-20,038 3,127 5,609
Nebraska 35-473 92 138
Oregon 29-3,949 654 1,016
Wisconsin 29.2,209 673 754
Unified
Californfa 3569-643,128 12,513 26,021
Colorado 77-88,016 690 4,770
Indiana 178-97,573 2,366 5.859
Iowa 258-46,033 . 931 2,843
Maine 155-13,583 1,361 1,971
Michigan 179.295,907 2,820 5,710
Minnesota 159.76,314 1,100 5,211
Missfissippi 739-.35,572 3,028 4,262
Nebraska 97-57,272 351 1,729
New Hampshire 23.12,448 991 1,432
New York 89.1,024,762 2,192 8,143
Oregon 93.72,066 1,170 3,597
Pennsylvania 51-245,701 2,332 5,793
South Carolina 487-51,766 5,950 7.667
Utah 187-57,873 2,303 7,055
Wisconsin 67-125,740 1,142 3,350

Source: Appendix Tables Cl1-C30.
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Table E -32.--Analysis of Valuation Variable

Type and State Range Median Mean
Non-Operating
Maine $4,054-340,000 $2¢,988 §$15,918
Nebraska 7,671-357,000 23,786 22,533
Elementary
Califoxnia 535-416,231 13,762 39,469
Indiana 3,313-133,546 7,760 10, 765
Maine 4,205-45,451 10,446 11,323
Michigan 4,692-83,940 12,663 9,542
Minnesota 3,077-253,188 18,395 19,061
Nebraska 8,718-177,000 36,727 32,6717
Oregon B,711-.881,277 34,894 30,595
Wisconsin 23,006-225,880 56,773 73,076
Secondary
California 17,083-220,690 35,210 32,164
Nebraska 46,632-285,478 86,608 86,067
Oregon 22,804-201,762 38,419 35,529
Wisconsin 29,872-201,610 82,827 105,639
Unified
California 3,578-26,054 8,560 10,389
Colorado 2,031-37,651 9,612 8,877
Indiana 3,642.32,610 8,261 8,996
Iowa 4,718-23,926 10,596 8,735
Maine 3,697-50,167 11,446 13,964
Michigan 5,250-54,741 12,240 15,354
Minnesota 2,004-18,743 6,529 8.141
Mississippi 1,719-11,971 3, 5.630
Nebraska 3,641-49,466 11,359 10,.4%7
New Hazpshire 16,268-122,351 30,160 35,099
New York 4,755-161,174 21,087 35,1799
Oreqon 16,670-206,893 31,698 35,875
Pennsylvania 4,935-60,079 15,414 21,458
South Carolina 469-5,617 1,489 1,673
Utah 2,831-25,%7) 5,983 5,728
Wisconsin 3,169-96,776 23,928 31,018
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Table E-33.--Analysis of Total Tax Rate

Range Median Weighted
Type and State (Mills) (Mi11s) Mean
(Mills)
Non-Operating
Maine +00-45.20 13.84 25.01
Kebraska 2.50-41.90 16.80 17.88
Elementary
California +36-5,50 2.29 2.85
Indiana .63-5.84 3.60 4.31
Maine 9.30-46.43 25.93 30.30
Michigan 3.28-30.51 12.20 22.18
Minnesota .00-165.00 42.00 6.25
Nebraska 6.16-57.72 22,32 26.86
Oregon n/a n/a n/a
¥isconsin 3.01-21.03 9.66 11.60
Becondary
California *75=-3.25 1.94 2.18
Nebraska n/a n/a 15.38
Oregon n/a n/ n/a
Wisconsin 4.32-17.%52 9.27 8.90
Unified .
California 2.64-6.69 4.47 4.32
Colorado 20.00-61.18 36.71 46.32
Indiana 2.82-7.53 4.94 __— 4.99
Towa 31.64-80.32 48.92 52.83
Maine 11.15-50.92 - 32.47 31.81
NHichigan 10.060-32.60 16.5%0 21.43
Minnesota 89.00-3%90.00 152.00 149.5%
Hissisaippl 20.75-42.00 31.00 30.20
Nebraska 16.00-80.80 48.00 $5.79
““ ﬂaQ’hlre 7110‘36-36 19-39 18089
New York 6.04-27.79 17.53 17.44
Oregon n/a n/a n/a
Pennsylvania 5.54-32.12 20.99 19.10
gSouth Carolina 23.00-93,00 £0.00 63.55
Utah 33.80-59.00 $0.98 53.48
"ll(!oniih 9180‘30-20 13-00 10.21
£aa
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5 Table E-~34.--Analysis of Transportation Expend!‘ure

Variable
Welighted
Type and State Range Median Mean
Non-Operating
Maine $§ 0-768 $133 $107
Nebraska 0-1771 0 20
Elementary
California 0-581 17 11
Indiana 1-132 62 51
Maine 0-348 66 62
Michigan 0-377 5 k ¥
Minnesota 0-660 105 119
Nebraska 0-148 0 20
Oregon 0-667 38 31
. Wisconsin 0-148 51 53
Secondary
California 4-275 25 19
Nebraska 0-304 0 25
Oregon 10-172 40 35
Wisconsin 6-147 60 63
Unified )
California 2-38 11 10
Colorado 0-168 3? 13
Indiana 0-142 34 20
Iowa 3-110 46 21
: Maine 3-93 24 21
; Michigan 0-89 32 16
: Minnesota 280 - 38 21
5 Mississippl 0-15 27 19
i Nebraska 0-132 28 9
Hew Hampshire 9-160 31 26
New York 0-25%9 48 34
Oregon 0-146 35 19
Pennsylvania 2-118 33 23
Bouth Caroléna 0-10 6 4
Utah 2=15% 18 12
Wisconsin 0-194 53 28
; e 240
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Table E-35.--Analysis of Current Expeaditure Variable
T Weighted
Type and State Range Median Mean
Non-Operating
Maine $ 0-2147 $ 168 $ 134
Nebraska 0-3028 281 243
Elementary
California 231-3130 523 529
Indiana 322-706 442 439
Maine 211-1043 407 391
Michigan 171-1392 389 511
Minnesota 322-2010 567 $90
Nebraska 0-4210 518 512
Oregon 380-4412 617 606
Wisconsin 236-1187 539 670
Secondary
California 601-1669 766 765
Nebrasgka $69-2050 1167 1014
Oregon 611-1100 759 703
Wisconsin $59-1101 774 802
Unified
California 481-1009 597 629
Colorado 380-1273 657 591
Indiana 357-689 487 516
Iowa 460-945 626 587 -
Maine 292-662 461 456
Michigan 404-951 556 630
Minnesota 412-848 538 544
Nissispippi 259-484 334 345
Nebraaka 399-1174 597 550
New Hampshire 364-858 513 520
New York 638-2707 1048 1129
Oregon 489-1328 680 636
Pennsylvania 471-1031 587 717
South Carolina 287-470 375 385
Utah 449-1177 545 500
Wisconsin 408-989 601 616

¥ 941
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Table E-36,.--Analysis of Total Expenditure Variable

[ oy X~ A —tsm
Weighted
Type and State Range Median Mean
Non-Operating
Maine $ 0-1,427 $630 519
Nebraska 0-3,028 281 243
Elementary
California 340-4,129 583 584
Indiana 332-1,706 617 670
Maine 316-1,500 662 642
Michigan 179-1,841 422 601
Minnesota 304-2,000 587 €67
Nebraska 200-4,213 516 530
Oregon 380-4,412 617 606
Wisconsin 236-1, 364 591 7270
Secondary
California 726-1,957 901 925
Nebraska 647-3,851 1,273 1,149
Oregon 611-1, 100 759 703
Wisconsin 616-1,286 873 939
Unified
California 5$43-1,134 671 702
Colorado 406-1,351 751 671
Indiana 421-1,371 609 730
Iowa 476-989 656 611
Maine 323.747 519 512
Michigan 491-1,153 658 733
Minnesota 494-890 621 628
Missisaippi 269.591 364 380
Nebraska 428-1,162 639 582
New Hampshire 412-1,429 639 721
New York 693-3,001 1,172 1,254
Oregon 489-1,328 680 636
Pennsylvania 471-1 ' V7 697 800
South Carolina 305-689 426 460
Utah 581-1,586 799 736
Wisconsin 445-1,144 672 703

242
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Table E-37. 2Analysis of State Foundation Aid variable

Ee s

Weighted
Type and State Range Median Mean
Non-Operating
Maine $0-685 $175 $257
Nebraska 0-243 0 11
Elementary
California 99-1400 247 268
Indiana 0-247 168 167
Maine 0-786 235 204
Michigan 61-373 197 297
Minnesota 10-653 186 225
Nebraska 0-320 44 35
Oregon 34-653 132 143
¥isconsin 0-124 34 44
Secondary
California 129-G24 264 297
Nebraska 0-130 49 46
Oregon 49-331 191 193
Wisconsin 0-58 $5 53
Unified
California 148-387 289 262
Colorado 16-301 130 106
Indiana 0-250 178 173
Iowa 107-205 159 160
Maine 45-352 92 92
Michigan 13-409 256 254
Minnesota 124-307 220 204
Mississippi 133.223 171 164
Nebraska 4-62 19 22
Mow Hampshire 0-170 S 23
New York §5-1521 547 450
Oregon 4-316 137 148
Pennsylvania 0-638 369 402
South Carolina 143-230 176 175
Utah 4-667 306 277
Wisconsin 21-761 209 134
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Table E-38.~-Analysis of Total

State Aid Variable

1

g

Weighted
Type and State Range Median Mean
Non-QOperating
laine $ 61-685 253 261
Nebraska 0-~243 0 11
Elementary
California 99-1400 249 268
Indiana 63-349 255 247
Maine 0-786 235 206
Michigan 0-380 228 315
Minnesota 41-508 274 313
Nebraska 0-320 44 35
Oregon 36-996 179 160
Wisconsin 9-129 51 64
| Secondary
1 California 129-624 264 297
‘ Nebraska 0-130 49 46
Oregon 54-920 222 221
Wisconsin 34-96 81 81
Unified
California 148-387 291 264
Colorado 79-424 202 164
Indiana 73-370 247 242
Iowa 107-205 159 160
Maine 47-352 102 105
Michigan 14-410 270 260
Minnesota 151-481 272 258
Migsissippi 179-270 199 195
Nebraska 4-62 19 22
New Hampshire 0-180 35 41
New York 166-1570 583 470
Oregon 5-325 171 160
Pennsylvania 0-638 369 402
South Carelina 181-281 223 228
Utah 55-735 327 295
Wisconsin 29-866 233 156

2414




Table E-39.--Analysis

of Total Effort Index

Range Median Mean
Type_and State {Mills}) {Mills) {Mills)
Non-Operating
Maine .10-42.80 15.20 17.23
Nebraska .10-36.20 11.00 12.01
Elementary
California .01-6.92 2.70 2.58
Indiana 1.18-9.98 4.54 4.63
Maine 7.40-86.10 40.10 40.95
Michigan .10-48.10 15.60 16.99
Minnesota .10--86.90 16.50 19,69
Nebraska 4.20-45.20 13.80 15.28
Oregon {not computed)
Wisconsin 1.60-19.30 8.40 9.56
Secondary
California .68-5.10 1.84 1.86
Nebraska 7.60-32.40 13.50 14.90
Oregon (not computed)
Wisconsin 3.40-18.90 9,50 9.94
Unified
California 2.47-7.03 4.64 4.64
Colorado 12.50-88.90 49.50 49.84
Indiana 1.05-9.96 4.17 4.50
Iowa 28.88-88.00 45,90 47.83
Maine 9.60-57.80 32.00 31.79
Michigan 13.33-78.40 30.30 31.56
Minnesota 10.20-93.20 51.40 51.85
Mississippi 14.20-83.70 36.60 38.91
Nebraska 11.50-97.70 51.00 51.44
New Hampshire 5.70-43.00 18.50 18.87
New York 8.20-79.20 24.10 25.63
Oregon {not computed)
Pennsylvania 5.50-32.10 21.00 21.40
South Carolina 10.00-93,.70 19.20 32.22
Utah 22.70-98.60 67.50 58.82
Wisconsin 10.30-38.80 18.60 19,23

249
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Table E-40.--Analysis of Current Effort Index

=

Range Median Mean
Type and State {Mills) (Mills) {Mills)
Non-Operating
Maine .10-8.20 .10 2.33
Nebraska .10-36.20 11.00 12,01
Elementary
California .01-6.18 2,12 2.11
Indiana «52-6.62 2.81 2.95
Maine «10-37.70 14,10 14.48
Michigan .10-39.80 12.90 14.12
Minnesota «10-91.00 15.50 18.42
Nebraska 3.90-43.50 13.20 14,78
Oregon .10-31.30 13.10 12,74
Wisconsin 1.60-15.90 7.60 8.46
Secondary
California .52-2.24 1.47 1.41
Nebraska 5.60-35.90 11.990 13.75
Cregon .80-20.00 13.20 13.52
Wisconsin 3.40-17.10 8.20 8.64
Unified
California 1.7 1.7 ,22 3.67 3.79
Colorado 11.2L-74.70 42.10 42.16
Indiana 1.96-6.21 3.57 3.59
Iowa 26.70-79.70 43.40 45.27
Maine 4.50-55.10 28.70 27.63
Michigan 8.,60-49.30 21.40 22,08
Minnesota 10.50-91.80 45.350 45.90
Mississippi 16.30-77.30 32,20 36.36
Nebraska 10.30-96.90 48.70 48.80
New Hampshire 5.70-25.90 14.90 14.71
New York 3.40-72.90 22.00 2,37
Oregon 3.90-23./0 15.80 15.66
Pennsylvania 3.90-24.60 14.20 14.02
South Carolina 10.00-99.80 21.20 40.42
Utah 10.00-56.20 35.60 36.44
Wisconsin
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Ald
13, Total Btate .40 -39
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Table E-71

The following tables present a compilation of :he responses to a
questionnaire on Reorganization Legislatfon. After reviewing the legislative
profiles for each state (reported in Part 1 of this study), this questionnaire
was developed to gather informstion regarding specific types of legislation
having an {mpact on school district reorganieation.

The informatfon {s tabulsted in the following manner. For the first
six ftems & specific question vas asked calling for a Yes or No answer. This
wss followed by a second question calling for an opinion as to vhether the
atatutory feature encouraged, discouraged or hsd no effect on school district
reorgsnisation. Some vespondentt indicated thst the feature both encouraged
and discouraged. Tha reply to the first efx ftems fs tatulated by writing
out the questfon, the answers Yes or No, and the opinion choice indicated.

Question Number 7 calls for a Yes or Ko answer but also requests a
written responsa from those ststes answering Yes. For tabulation purposes,
the written responsa will be presented for those states answering Yes.

Quastion Numbar 8 also calls for a vritten rasponsa ragarding pertinent
lagislation or Ststa Department regulations that encourage or discourags
school district reorganization, not covered by the questionnaira. Answers to
this question are preaentad in narrative fashion for those states specifically
citing such provisfons.




Table E-71 Continued

Question Number 1

Are all newly employed pudblic
school teachers in the state
covered by the sane Retirement
In your opinfon what
effect has your state's retfre-
ment lav had on school district

Program?

Question Number 2

Is the Tenure or Continuing
Contract Lav for teachers
unfform throughout the state?
In your opinfon what effect
has your state's tenure law
had on school édistrict

255.

reorpganization? reorganfzation?
Californfa No No Effect Yes No Effect
Cotorado Yes Encouraged Yes Encouraged
Indfiana Yes No Effect Yes Encouraged
lova No No Effect Yes No Effect
Maine Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
Michigsn No No Effect Yes No Effect
. Minnesota No No Effect No Ko Effect
Mississippl Yes No Effect No fenure Lev
Nebraska Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
New Hampshire Yes No Effect No Teaure Lav
New York Yes No Effect Yes Ro Effect
Oregon No No Effect No No Effect
Pennsylvanta Yes No Effect Yas Encouraged
South Carolina Yes No Effect Yes No Bffect
Utsh Yes ro Effect Yes No Effect
Visconsia No No Effect No No Effect
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Table E-71 Continued

Question Numder 3 Quastion Number &4
Are teacher certiffcation Do:s your state have a provi-
laws uniform throughout the sfon where the Bonded
state? In your opinion, Indebtedness of a former
what effect has your ctate's district may be assumed by
certification laws had on a new district? In your
school district reorganiza- opinion what has your
tion? state's laws on the assump-
tion of bonded indebtedness
had on school district
reorganization?
California Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
Colorado Yes Encouraged Yes Encouraged
Indiana I Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
| Tova Yes  Encouraged Yes  No Effect
Maine Yes No Effect Yes Encouraged
Michigan Yes No Effect Yes Encouraged and
Discouraged
Minnesota Yes No Effect Yes Discouraged
Mississippi Yes No Effect Yes Discouraged
Nebraska Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
Nev Hampshire Yes No Effect Yes Encouraged
Nev York Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
Cregon Yes ¥o Effect Yes No Effect
Pennsylvanis Yes No Effect Yes Encouraged
South Carolina Yes No Effect Yes Encouraged
Utah Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
wisconsin Yes No Effect Yes No Effect

ERIC
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Table E-71 Contined

Question Number 5

Is there any provision in

your state's Foundation
Program for Equalization

that specifically appliea

to school reorganization?

In your opinion vhat effect
has your state's Foundation
Program had on schooi district
reorganitation?

257,

Question Number &

Does your state have any
provisions that would grant
special state aid or princi-
pal or interest incurred for
debt from School Building
Construction resulting from
school district reorganfza-
tfon? 1In your opinfon what
effect has your state's lav
or building aids had on
school district reorganieation?

b L,

California

Colorado
Indiana
lowa

Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Missinsippi
Nebraska
New Hampshire
Nev York
Oregon

Pennsylvanis

South Carolina
Utah

Wisconsin

Yes Both Fncouraged
and Uiscouraged

Yea Encouraged
Yes Encouraged
Yo No Effect
Yes Encouraged
No Discouraged
Yea Discouraged
Yes No Effect
No No Effect
Yes Encouraged
Ko Encouraged
No No Effect

No Both Encouraged
and Discouraged

No No Effect
No Encouraged

Yes Encouraged

Yes No Effect

No No Effect
Yes Encouraged
No No Ef fect
Yes Encouraged
No Discouraged
No No Effect
Yes Encouraged
N+ No Effect
Yes Encouraged
Yea Encouraged
No No Effect

No No Effect

Yes Encouraged
No No Effect

¥o Discoutaged

N
>
=
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Table E-71 Continued

Question Number 7

Has any Federal Legislution or Court Decisions had
an influence on school district reorganization in
your state?

{Only Yes answers recorded)

California

Michigan

Missicsippl

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Supreme Court decision on integration, The State Board of
Education considers integration an important factor in
reorganization, especially in territory where it {s
proposed to divide a high school district into two or

more unified districts,

Not directly. However, some programs (f.e. Title 11I,
Summer Schoul, Media Centers) which required cooperation
between districts, laid the groundwork for later consol{-
dation.

The contact person felt that Federal decisions »n integra-
tion had little effect on reorganization ftself up to this
tire but predicted more influence in the future.

The State Supreme Court declared Act 239, which is the
state's school district reorganization law, constitutional.

Civil Rights Act of 1964,
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Table E-71 Continued

Question Number 8

In your opinfun has any pertinent legislation or State
Dapartment regulation been omitted in this questionnaire
that has either encouraged or discouraged school district

reorganization?
Calffornia A, Other legialation encoursging reorganization: ¥None
B. Other legialatfon diacouraging reorganization: Legisla-
tion discouragea reorganization I{n territory where
diatricta are wealthy ard at the same time are given
baaic aid hence able to operate on less than average
tax rate.
Colorado A, Other tegielation encouraging reorganizatfon: Chapter
123, Article 25, Colorado Revised Statutea 1963,
School Diatrict Reorganization Act,
B. Other legialation di.couraging reorganization: None
fediana A. Other legialation encouraging reorganitation: School
Reorganization Act of 1959 had bigs st impact.
8. Other legialation diacouraging reorgssization: None
lova A, Other legielation encouraging reorganization: None
8. Other lagialation diacouraging reorganization: None
Maine A, Other legielation encouraging reoranization: None
8. Other legialation diaco=ragiry reorganfzatfon: None
Michigan A, Othet lagialation ancouraging reorganization: Covernor'a
Zducational Reform Commiation.
8. Other legialation diecouraging reorganization: None
Minneeota A. Othat legialation eacouraging rrorganization: Ch, 769,
Lave of 1967, Subd, 2, aub-paragraph one, at least below
holding tuition for msfntenance to tost or 14X of the
"A" formula amount,
3. Other legialation discouraging reorganization: ch, 71,

Lavs of 1959, Section 15 (N.8, 124.15). On reduction of
aid pernitted by the Comming loner for violatione of
regelstiona. 1Thie lav mada {t neerly fspossidle to
suepend aid aince replated varniaga vere required se
wvell 8a tiee to correct any vielation. Thia haa been
uitd by diatricte told thelr schodl vaa too amall to
keep operating year after year fo tha force of repeates

259.
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Table E-71 - Question 8

Minnesota
continued

Mississippi

Nebraska

New Hampshire

Oregon

Pennsylvania
South Carolfna

Wisconsin

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

<

warnings. M.S, 124.18 - Permitted high school
districts to collect "full cost" for tuition
students. High school districts have been able to
collect more in tuftion frem a non-resf{dent student
than the aid that would be recefved if the student
became a resident.

Other legislation encouraging reorganization: None
Other legislation discouraging reorganfzation: None
Other legislation encouraging reorganfzation: None

Other legislation discouraging reorganfzation: Class
11 districts have grown to provide grades 9-12 for
Class T, rural districts. These are often inadequate
high schools that umbrella inadequate elementary
districts.

Other legislatfon encouraging reorganization: Incentive
aid provision for formulation of supervisory unfons.

Other legislatfon discouraging reorganfzation: None

Other legislatfon encouraging reorganization: ORS 335,495
- Unification of Union High School by extending program

of tae high school downward to include all grades, 1 thru
12. ORS 330.587 - Same voting procedure as extending
program downward where Union High School {s proposed as
administrative district, (0ld law required majority

vote in each district and a plurality of combined
districts only),

Other tegislatfon discouraging reorganization: None
Otlier legislation encouraging reorganization: None
Other legislatfon diecouraging reorganization: None
Other legislation encouraging reorganization: None
Other legislatfon discouraging reorganization: None

Other legislation encouraging reorganfzation: Section
22,05 of Chapter 211, Laws of 1967 authorized the esta-
blishment of a Department of Local Affairs and Develop-
ments which functfons in an advisory capacity {n coor-
dinating local community development programs. Although
this department has no direct relatfonship or responsibi-
11ty concerning the status of school district organization,
there exists a close interdepartmental relaticnship
between the Department and the Reorganization pivision in
interpreting and assessing the potential educational
development of a community. This has added a new
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Wisconsin
continued

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

d{mension to the thrust advancing the reorganization
wovement in Wisconsin.

Other Legislation discouraging reorganfzation: Section
24 of Chapter 209, Laws of 1967 had a marked effect on
scheoel district reorganization by assuring the same
classification status for state financial support for
the 1967-68 and 1968-69 school years as it received

for the 1966-67 school year.
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Table E-72

This table was developed from the respon
questiong on Financial Factors. Basically ea
of whether or not a cerctain factor was presen
have been yeported as Yes or No. Next, the r
to whether the factor encouraged or discourag
tion in the state. In some instances the res
{ndicating that the factor had no effect or t
discouraged reorganization depending on certa

Ir. tabulating this section, the factor w

ses given to the {nterview

ch question was asked in terms

t in the state. These responses
espordents were questioned as

ed school district reorganiza-
pondents chose to respond by

hat it both encouraged and

in circumstances.

{11 be listed with a Yes or

No response, The opinion as to {ts effect on reorganization will be tabu-

lated as Encourage, Discourage, No Effect or
Special attentlon is given to those responses
factor may Encourage and Discourage reorganiz

Both Encourage and Discourage.
indicating that the same
ation.
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California
Colorade
Indiana
lowa

Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Nebraska

New Hampshire
New York
Qregon

Pennsylvania

South Carolina
Vtah

Viisconsin

Table E-72 Continued

263,

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3
"'No Loss Clause" Minimum Program Sparsity-Density
Standards Resulting in Factor
Loss or Gain fn Aid
No No Effect Yes No Effect Yes Discourage
No No Effect Yes Encourage Yes No Effect
Yes Encourage Yes No Effect No No Effect
No No Effect Yes No Effect Yes Discourage
Yes Encourage No No Effect No No Effect
Yes Encourage No No Effect No No Effect
No No Effect No No Effect No No Effect
Yes Encourage Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
No No Effect Yes Encourage Tes Too early
to tell
Yes Encourage Yes No Effect No No Effect
Yes Encourage Yes No Effect Yes Discourage
No No Effect Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
Yes Encourage No No Effect Yes Both
Encouraged
and
Discouraged
No No Effect Yes Encourage No No Effect
No No Effect Yes No Fffect No No Effect
Yes Discourage Yes Encourage No No Effect

-3
o
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Califorria

Colsrado

Indiana

Iowa

Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Nebraska

New Hampshire
New York
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Utah

Witconsin

Table E-72 Continued

Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6
Small District Minimum Size Tuftion Payments
Penalty Standards Resulting in
I Loss or Gain in Ald
No No Effect No No Effect Yes No Effect
No No Effect No No Effect Yes Not
Available
No No Effect Yes No Effect Yes No Effect
No No Effect Yes Discourage Yes Discourage
No No Effect No No Effect Yes Discourage
No No Effect No No Effect Yes Discourage
No No Effect Yes Discourage Yes Discourage
No No Effect No No Effect No No Effect
No No Effect No No Effect Yes Discourage
No No Effect No No E{fect Yes Discourage
No No Effect No No Effect No No Effect
No No Effect No No Effect Yes Discourage
No No Effect No No Effect No No Effect
No No Effect Yes Discourage No No Effect
No No Effect No No Effect No No Effect
No No Effect No No Effect No No Effect

ER]
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Table E~72 Continued

) Factor 7 Factor 8 Factor ¢
i
Special Education Distressed District: Transportation
Add Aid Aid

- California Yes No Effect Yes No Effect Yes No Effect

‘ Colorado Yes No Efiact Yes No Effect Yes Encourage
Indiana Yes No Effect Yes No Effect Yes Discourage
Towa Yes No Effect No No Effect Yes Encourage
Maine Yes No Effect Yes No Effect Yes Encourage
Michigan Yes No Effect Yes Discourage Yes Encourage
Minnesota Yes No Effect Yes Encourage Yes Encourage
Mississippi Yes No Effect No No Effect Yes No Effect
Nebraska Yes No Effect No No Effect Yes No Effect
New Hampshire Yes No Effect No No Effect No No Effect
New York Yes Discourage Yes Encourage Yes Encourage
Oregon Yes No Effect No No Effect Yes W~ Effect

- Pennsylvania Yes No Effect Yes Encourage Yes Encourayg.
South Carolina Yes Encourage No No Effect Yes Encourage
Utah Yes Nn Effect No No Effect Yes No Effect
Wisconsin Yes Effect Yes Encourage Yes Encourage
Q
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California

Colorado

Indiana

Towa

Maine

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Nebraska

New Hampshire

New York

Oregon

Pennsylvania

South Carolina

Utah

Wisconain

Table E-72 Continued

Factor 10

School Building

Aid for Reorganized

Factor 11

Supplemental Aid
For Reorganized

Factor 12

ceferential
Treatment of

Districts Districts Certain Clasges of

Real Property

Yes No Effect Yes Both No No opinion
Encouraged and asked

Discouraged

No No Effect No No Effect Yes No opinion
asked

Yes Encourage No No Effect No No opinion
asked

No No Effect No No Eifect No No opinion
asked

Yes Encourage Yes Encourage No No opinion
agked

No Discourage No No Effect No No opinion
asked

No No Effect No No Effect Yes No opinion
asked

Yes Encourage No No Effect Yes No opinion
asked

No No Effect No No Effect No No opinion
asked

Yes Encourage Yes Encourage Yes No opinion
asked

Yes Encourage Yes Encourage No No opinion
asked

No No Effect No No Effect Yes No opinion
asked

Yes No Effect Yes No Effect No No opinion
asked

Yes Encourage No No Effect No No opinion
asked

Not Applicable Not Applicable No No opinion
asked

No Discourage

No Discourage

214

No No opinion

asked
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AT

California
Colorado
Indiana
Towa

Maine

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Nebraska

New Hampshire
New York
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Utah

Wisconsin

Table E-72 Cont inued

Factor 13

Other Financial Factors

267.

None

None

Yes

None

Yes

Yes

None

Yes

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Transfer policy both encourages and discourages

Indicated the very fact of inflation has
encouraged reorganization,

Vocational education programs have promoted
reorganization of small districts,

Incentive grant in equalizing costs, Because of
reorganization, {f local effort is increased
more state afd is given.

Utah has had no reorganizatfon activity.
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‘Special Study Satellite Projecis

Special
Study No.

1. EARLY CHILDHOOD AND BASIC ELLEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION -- Needs, Programs, Demands, Costs
Willlam P. MclLure and Audra May Pance

2. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN:
Resource Con‘figurations and Costs
Richard A. Rossmlller, James A. Hate and Lloyd E. Frohreich

3. EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR THE CULTURALLY DEPRIVED --
Need and Cost Differentials .
Arvid J. Burke, James A, Kelly and Waiter |. Garms

4. FINANCING VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Erick L. Lindman and Arthur Berchin

6. ADULT AND CONTINUING EDUCATION: Needs Programs and Costs
J. Alan Thomas

8. THE COMMUNITY JUNIOR COLLEGE: Target Population, Program
Costs, and Cost Differentials
James L. Wattenbarger, Bob N. Cage and L, H. Amey

7. FINANCING PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL
FACILITIES IN THE UNITED STATES
W. Monfort Barr, K. Forbis Jordan, C. Cale Hudson, Wendell J.
Peterson and ¥illilam R, Wllkerson

8. SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE AND NUTRITION EDUCATION -~ Status,
- Needs, Projections, Costs ~
- Robert J. Garvue, Theima Q. Flanagan and Wiillam H. Castine

9. PUPIL TRANSPORTATION
Dewey H. Stollar

10. FISCAL CAPACITY AND EDUCATIONAL FINANCE: Variations
Among States, School Districts and Municlipalities
Richard A. Rossmlller, James A. Hale and Lioyd E. Frohreich

i1, THE RELATIONSHIP OF SCHOOL DISTRICT REOHGANIZATION T0
STATE AID DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS
Cliftord P. Haoker and Van D. Mueller
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